University of North Dakota

UND Scholarly Commons
Theses and Dissertations

Theses, Dissertations, and Senior Projects

12-1-1995

Inter-Campus Relations as Percieved by Branch Campus and Main
Campus Administrators
Dean Rodney Hermanson

Follow this and additional works at: https://commons.und.edu/theses

Recommended Citation
Hermanson, Dean Rodney, "Inter-Campus Relations as Percieved by Branch Campus and Main Campus
Administrators" (1995). Theses and Dissertations. 3773.
https://commons.und.edu/theses/3773

This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by the Theses, Dissertations, and Senior Projects at
UND Scholarly Commons. It has been accepted for inclusion in Theses and Dissertations by an authorized
administrator of UND Scholarly Commons. For more information, please contact und.commons@library.und.edu.

INTER-CAMPUS RELATIONS AS PERCEIVED BY BRANCH CAMPUS
AND MAIN CAMPUS ADMINISTRATORS

by
Dean Rodney Hermanson
Bachelor of Science, University of North Dakota, 1976
Master of Science, University of North Dakota, 1983

A Dissertation
Submitted to the Graduate Faculty
of the
University of North Dakota
in partial fulfillment of the requirements
for the degree of
Doctor of Education

Grand Forks, North Dakota
December
1995

This dissertation, submitted by Dean Rodney Hermanson in partial fulfillment
of the requirements for the Degree of Doctor of Education from the University of
North Dakota, has been read by the Faculty Advisory Committee under whom the
work has been done and is hereby approved.

This dissertation meets the standards of appearance, conforms to the style and
format requirements of the Graduate School of the University of North Dakota, and is
hereby approved.

Dean of the Gri [uate School
) -Z - itII

PERMISSION
Title

Inter-Campus Relations as Perceived by Branch Campus and Main
Campus Administrators

Department

Educational Administration

Degree

Doctor of Education

In presenting this dissertation in partial fulfillment of the requirements for a
graduate degree from the University of North Dakota, I agree that the library of this
University shall make it freely available for inspection. I further agree that
permission for extensive copying for scholarly purposes may be granted by the
professor who supervised my dissertation work or, in her absence, by the chairperson
of the department or the Dean of the Graduate School. It is understood that any
copying or publication or other use of this dissertation or part thereof for financial
gain shall not be allowed without my written permission. It is also understood that
due recognition shall be given to me and the University of North Dakota in any
scholarly use which may be made of any material in my dissertation.

Signature
Date

111

30.

W -r

TA BLE O F C O N T E N T S

LIST OF TABLES

............................................................................................................... vi

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS ...................................................................................................vii
ABSTRACT

........................................................................................................................ viii

CHAPTER
I. IN TRO D U CTIO N ........................................................................................................... 1
Need for the S tu d y ..................................................................................................... 5
Purpose of the S tu d y .................................................................................................. 8
Research Q uestions..................................................................................................... 8
Delimitations

............................................................................................................. 9

A ssum ptions................................................................................................................ 9
Definition of Terms

................................................................................................ 10

Organization of Dissertation ......................................

13

II. REVIEW OF L IT E R A T U R E ..................................................................................... 14
A History of Two-Year Colleges
Evolution of Branch Campuses

..........................................................................14
.............................................................................19

Role and Duties of College P re s id e n ts .................................................................24
Branch Campus Administration
III. METHODOLOGY

............................................................................ 28

......................................................................................................31

Selection of the Study Participants

.......................................................................31
iv

Design of the Instrument

33

Collection of Data ................................................................................................. 35
Data A n a ly sis ..........................................................................................................36
IV. PRESENTATION OF D A T A ................................................................................... 38
Description of Data

.............................................................................................. 39

Research Q uestions................................................................................................. 40
V.

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS,
LIMITATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

..................................................76

D iscu ssio n ............................................................................................................... 78
Conclusions ............................................................................................................ 80
Lim itations............................................................................................................... 82
Recommendations

................................................................................................. 83

A PPEN D IC ES.....................................................................................................................88
REFERENCES

................................................................................................................ 104

v

LIST OF TABLES
Table

Page

1. Branch Campus Curricula in Terms of Degrees/Programs
Offered at the Main C a m p u s ..............................................................................39
2. Amount of Time Per Week Branch Campus Administrators
Interact with Their Main CampusAdministrators ...........................................41
3. Branch Campus Administrators' Estimates of Amount of Time
Per Week Their Main Campus Administrators Dedicate to Branch
Campus Issu e s.......................................................................................................43
4. Branch Campus Administrators’ Estimates of the Number of Visits
Per Year Made by Their Main CampusA dm inistrators.................................. 45
5. The Number of Days Per Year Branch Campus Administrators Want
Their Main Campus Administrators to Visit the C a m p u s ............................ 47
6. Comparison of Number of Visits to Branch Campus Made by Main
Campus Administrator and the Number of Visits the Branch
Campus Administrator Wants the Main Campus Administrator
to Make to Branch C am pus............................................................................... 48
7. Amount of Time Per Week Branch Campus Administrators Interact
with Main Campus Personnel ......................................................................... 50
8. Branch Campus Administrators’ Perceptions of Main Campus
Administrators’ Relationship to Branch Campus ...........................................53
9. The Elements of a Model Branch/Main Campus R elationship....................69

VI

A CKN OW LED GM EN TS

I would like to express my deepest appreciation to my advisor, Dr. Gloria Jean
Thomas, for her personal support and professional guidance in the completion of this
dissertation. She was an excellent mentor and devoted many hours to this effort. Her
devotion to students is unparalleled.
I also would like to thank my committee members--Dr. Daniel Rice, Dr.
James Navara, Dr. Myron Bender, and Dr. Kathleen Gershman—for their support and
direction in completing this study.
I thank Sharon Fields for her expertise in preparing this dissertation for
printing. Her gracious nature and willingness to assist students has been appreciated
by many graduate students over the years.
A special note of thanks to Diane Axness and Sharon Evensen for their special
assistance and patience during very busy times. Also, a special note of thanks to Dr.
Sharon L. Etemad, Executive Dean at the University of North Dakota-Lake Region,
for her encouragement and professional support.
Finally, I would like to thank my wife, Cathy, and my children, Jace and
Kelly, for their understanding and support during the years of study it takes to
complete a doctoral degree. Their love and understanding and dedication to family
goals gave me the courage to continue and provided me with the foundation for my
success.
vii

ABSTRACT
Little research has been conducted of two-year branch campuses of higher
education institutions. In particular, the relationship between the branch campus
administrator and the main campus administrator has not been studied. Therefore, the
purpose of this study was to compare perceptions of branch campus administrators
with perceptions of their main campus administrators regarding the quantity and
quality of their communication and interaction. The second purpose was to identify
the elements which contribute to a positive or a negative relationship between branch
and main campus administrators.
Specific research questions were the following: (1) What are the perceptions
of branch campus administrators and main campus administrators of the time and
attention devoted by main campus administrators to branch campus issues? (2) What
elements of the branch/main campus relationship contribute to positive and negative
relations between the two campuses? (3) What are the elements to be included in a
model branch/main campus relationship? Both quantitative and qualitative
methodologies were used to collect data for this study.
The study included 51 branch campus administrators who responded to a
survey instrument. In addition, 14 college administrators from seven states
participated in a qualitative follow-up study. The study reports perceptions about the
amount of time spent interacting, the adequacy of the amount of time spent
viii

interacting, elements/activities which contribute to positive and negative relations, and
elements/activities which should be present in a model relationship.
This study concluded that branch campus administrators are satisfied with the
amount of time and attention the main campus administrator devotes to branch campus
issues even though the amount of time spent interacting varies widely. Elements of a
positive relationship include frequent face-to-face meetings, advocacy for branch
issues by the main campus administrator, and professional respect. Elements of a
negative relationship include main campus personnel who assume authority over the
branch campus and main campus faculty who are indifferent toward the branch
campus. Elements of a model relationship include common but flexible policies and
procedures, a common transfer curriculum, and adequate time to interact.

IX

CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Two-year colleges have been present in the United States since Joliet Junior
College began as an extension of the K-12 school system in Chicago, Illinois, in the
early 1900s (Frye, 1992). Since that time, nearly 1,472 two-year community colleges
have been established in the United States (American Association of Community
Colleges, 1995). Among these community colleges are two-year colleges affiliated
with public four-year colleges or universities. These two-year institutions affiliated
with colleges or universities are often referred to as extension centers (Medsker,
1960), branch campuses (Blocker & Campbell, 1963), satellite campuses (Lombaidi,
1973), or regional campuses, the term most common in the 1990s.
The American Association of Community Colleges (AACC), formerly the
American Association of Community and Junior Colleges (AACJC), is the national
organization for two-year colleges in the United States. In 1979 and again in 1984,
Stanley Sahlstrom, formerly the Provost at the University of Minnesota-Crookston,
attempted to locate branch campus administrators in order to determine their interest
in forming a council for branch campuses within the AACC. Sahlstrom located 90
branch campuses which shared similar goals (Morgan, 1989). The administrators of
these branch campuses subsequently began to organize informally at meetings
sponsored by the AACC. The number of participants and recognition of branch
1
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campus issues increased at these AACC gatherings. This small group of
administrators of two-year branch campuses believed that their administrative
governance structure deserved separate recognition within the AACC. As a result,
the AACC Board of Directors voted on November 10, 1987, to establish the Council
of Two-Year Colleges of Four-Year Institutions (Morgan, 1989). The following
mission statement was approved:
This council promotes the unique contribution of community colleges in
partnership with four-year institutions. Focusing primarily on university
branches and campuses that offer the associate degree, the council represents
these institutions at professional meetings, attempts to increase their visibility
in professional literature, and fosters interinstitutional communications and
linkages. (Mahoney & Sallis, 1992, p. xvi)
The Council of Two-Year Colleges of Four-Year Institutions, quickly
nicknamed the "Two by Four" Council, met officially for the first time on April 27,
1988, in Las Vegas, Nevada, to approve a constitution and bylaws, elect officials, and
establish goals. The establishment of the Council of Two-Year Colleges of Four-Year
Institutions, the 16th council within the AACC, brought to fruition the dreams and
hard work begun by Sahlstrom and Morgan, Dean, University of Minnesota (Morgan,
1989).
The members of the newly formed council had an interest in determining the
profile of a branch campus. In April 1989, William S. Dunlap, a professor at
Washburn University of Toneka, Kansas, received 24 responses to his mailing of 31
surveys to branch campus institutions (Dunlap, 1989). His purpose was "[to] identify
the administrative structure of member institutions of the two by four council in
relationship to the university in which they are housed and to examine the mission
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statements of these two-year colleges. Secondarily, selected descriptive institutional
data was fsici also collected on member institutions" (Dunlap, 1989, p. 1). Dunlap’s
efforts were the first formal attempt by a researcher to profile branch campuses. His
questions addressed institutional enrollments, tuition rates, length of terms, degrees
and programs offered, number of faculty, and governance structure (i.e., to whom
does the chief executive officer of the branch campus report?!. Dunlap made six
recommendations for future study of branch campuses:
1. The relationship between the university and the branch campus or
community college unit.
2. Articulation of course work between the two year college and othei
academic units of the university.
3. Is there shared control of academic matters of hiring, promotion, and
faculty tenure between the two year college and the university?
4. Is promotion and tenure policy different for two year college faculty than
other university academic units?
5. Is there shared control of administrative matters in developing the two year
college budget?
6. Are faculty in the two year college compensated fairly when compared to
faculty in other university units? (pp. 13-14)
In surveying only 31 members of the Council of Two-Year Colleges of
Four-Year Institutions, Dunlap did not address the question of how many branch
campuses exist. Determining its eligible institutional members has been an ongoing
problem for the Council. The number of branch campuses in the United States is
difficult to determine because neither a common definition of "branch campus" nor a
directory of such campuses exists. Cattell (1971) stated that 300 branch campuses
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were located in the eastern half of the United States, but no list was provided. Hill
(1985) stated that more than 200 campuses were linked with universities throughout
the United States, but again no list of such institutions was provided. Morgan (1989)
stated that nearly 200 branch campuses existed, and Cohen and Brawer (1989) stated
that 100 two-year colleges in 18 states were affiliated with state colleges or
universities, but these major sources did not identify the institutions.
The best directories available, the Higher Education Directory and The College
Handbook, do not list two-year branch campuses nor do they define or list criteria for
the designation of a branch campus. The 1993 Higher Education Directory used an
asterisk ("*") beside all institutions which were part of a system or were branches of
institutions. That designation was not particularly useful because all institutions
within a multi-campus system were included in this designation (i.e., four-year
multiple campus institutions).
In 1993, as part of an earlier study, I cross-referenced resources to compile a
list of public two-year lower division branch campuses of four-year institutions.
Using a directory of 49 state agencies (Tollefson & Fountain, 1992), I contacted
higher education state governing agencies, such as the North Dakota State Board of
Higher Education, and asked them to prov'de lists of public two-year branch colleges
of four-year institutions in their states. In addition, I reviewed The College Handbook
1993 and the 1993 Higher Education Directory in an attempt to canvass and
cross-reference the known sources for information. Both popular directories were
used because some institutions appear in only one, not both, of these directories.
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This cross-reference method and the information provided by state agencies resulted
in the location of 111 two-year branch campuses of four-year institutions in 14 states.
Branch campuses have historically been included in researchers’ assessments of
community and junior colleges because branch campus missions have been viewed as
compatible with these more common two-year institutions (Medsker, 1960). The
informal work completed by Sahlstrom, Morgan, and Dunlap was an effort to
discover the uniqueness of two-year colleges of four-year institutions. An
examination of the relationship between administrators of two-year colleges and their
main campus administrator may lead to greater understanding about the two-year
institutions that are connected in traditional legal or practical ways to a main campus.
Need for the Study
A review of the literature on branch campuses through the Chester Fritz
Library catalog, education indexes, ERIC. Dissertation Abstracts, and Dissertation
Abstracts International did not identify any commentary or research about branch
campus relationships with main campuses. Muldoon (1992) stated that the origin,
development, and governance of branch campuses are understudied areas. These
campuses are unique because of the relationships between branch campus and main
campus administrators, relationships that do not exist between administrators of any
other higher education institutions. Research is needed about these relationships so
that they may be strengthened, thus improving higher education and providing initial
data for future researchers.
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In the 1993 survey sent to 84 branch campus administrators, I included the
question "If you could improve one main campus-branch campus relationship issue,
what would that be?" A major theme surfaced from the responses: Branch campus
administrators wanted more cooperation from the main campus, to be treated more
equitably, to receive more support, and to be respected by the main campus for the
educational services provided by the branch campus. Other researchers have also
documented or asserted that communication or the relationship between the main
campus and the branch campus is a problem area. Becker (1964) and Lee and Bowen
(1975) stated that the greatest problem between main campus and branch campus is
lack of communication. Morgan (1989) provided an assessment of the relationship:
The principal problems and pressures on these CEOs were interesting and
focused essentially on a distant board of control and with faculty reward
structures set for research institutions rather than the teaching institutions most
two-year branch campuses feel themselves to be. And though they reported
they had adequate access to their central administrative units, they were
strongly dissatisfied with their access to the boards of control. Regarding
operational procedures they strongly disagreed that they had adequate freedom
to respond to local community requests for special programs which were either
credit or non-credit bearing. In short, the respondents seemed to be soldiers
marching dutifully and for the most part happily to the beat of a distant
drummer, (p. VI)
The most significant conclusions to be drawn from Dunlap’s survey and my
re validation of Dunlap’s survey were (1) two-year branch campus administrators are
interested in acquiring more information about their governance, profile, and working
relationship with their main campus administrators, and (2) branch campus
administrators desire more respect, recognition, and interaction with their main
campus administrators. This survey will provide data about two-year colleges that
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may provide belter understanding about their relationship with main campuses,
including how to improve that relationship.
Dunlap’s first recommendation—to study the relationship between the
university and the branch campus or community college unit—was also verified by my
study in 1993 to be the issue of greatest concern to branch campus chief executive
officers (CEOs). Therefore, the focus of this research effort will be the elements of
the relationship between these two administrators.
The results of this research will benefit the American Association of
Community Colleges, in particular the Council of Two-Year Colleges of Four-Year
Institutions. This research will provide new information relevant to branch campus
issues because so little attention has been paid to this group of institutions. The
Council’s executive board may wish to consider the results of this study in discussing
future goals of the Council of Two-Year Colleges of Four-Year Institutions.
This research may contribute to the improvement of relations between branch
and main campus administrators. By gaining an understanding of the elements which
contribute to positive and negative relations, current and future administrators may be
able to make decisions which contribute to desirable relations and avoid those
elements which contribute to negative relations.
In addition, this research may be of benefit to those individuals and board
members who hire branch campus and main campus administrators. Understanding
the unique and complex relationship between branch and main campus administrators
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may assist in the selection of future administrators who possess characteristics most
likely to contribute to maintaining positive branch/main campus relations.
The research concerning branch campuses is extremely limited. Therefore,
this study will contribute to the body of knowledge, and researchers, decision makers,
administrators, and students will be better served.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to compare perceptions of branch campus
administrators with perceptions of their main campus administrators regarding the
quantity and quality of their communication and interaction. The second purpose was
to identify the elements which contribute to a positive or a negative relationship
between branch and main campus administrators.
Research Questions
Three questions were researched to provide information about main campus
and branch campus working relationships:
1. What are the perceptions of branch campus administrators and main
campus administrators of the time and attention devoted by main campus
administrators to branch campus issues?
2. What elements of the branch/main campus relationship contribute to
positive and negative relations between the two campuses?
3. What are the elements to be included in a model branch/main campus
relationship?

.•
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Delimitations
This study was delimited to public two-year branch campuses of public
four-year institutions. This study, therefore, excluded all two-year colleges that had
no formal governance relationship with a four-year college, branch campuses of
two-year institutions, branch campuses of community college systems (multi-campus
community college systems), and private institutions. Only the president or chief
executive officers of the campuses are participants in the study. Also, this study dealt
only with the relationship between the two campuses. Other issues, such as
articulation of curricula, employment of faculty and staff, and finances, were not
addressed.
Assumptions
The following assumptions apply to this study:
1. It was assumed that branch campuses are not autonomous and require a
degree of organizational interaction dependent upon communication and collaboration
between the branch campus administrator and the main campus administrator.
2. It was assumed that those who completed the surveys were open, honest,
and candid in their responses.
3. It was assumed that respondents were qualified by position and experience
to answer questions on the survey and that telephone respondents had time to give
accurate and thoughtful responses.
4. It was assumed that governing agencies accurately identified branch
campuses using the definition provided and that these agencies provided accurate lists.
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5.

It was assumed that the final list of branch campuses used in the study was

as accurate as any available list.
Definition of Terms
The following definitions will provide the reader with a basic understanding of
the terms used throughout this study:
American Association of Community Colleges (AACCVAmerican Association
of Community and Junior Colleges (AACJC): The association that represents over
1,200 community, technical, and junior colleges in the United States. Established in
1920, the American Association of Community and Junior Colleges in late 1992
changed its name to the American Association of Community Colleges. The primary
mission of the association is to provide national leadership in support of community,
technical, and junior colleges (Mahoney & Sallis, 1992). These two acronyms
identify the same organization.
Associate degree: A degree awarded for two-year programs in arts, sciences,
business, applied sciences, secretarial science, engineering, or in a large number of
other technical and vocational specialties offered usually at two-year institutions
(Knowles, 1977).
Branch campus: A public, two-year, associate degree-granting institution
governed by a public baccalaureate degree-granting institution (Mahoney & Sallis,
1992). This term is used in this study instead of extension center, satellite campus, or
regional campus because this term is used in the mission statement of the Council of
Two-Year Colleges of Four-Year Institutions.

11

Branch campus administrator: The chief executive officer (CEO) responsible
for ensuring that the policies of the institution (branch campus) are reflected in its
administrative rules and regulations and that these policies, rules, and regulations are
communicated throughout the institution (Knowles, 1977).
Chief executive officer (CEO-): The branch campus administrator of a
two-year branch campus affiliated with a four-year institution. This term has been
adopted from business and is widely used in reference to branch campus
administrators because titles vary greatly among the administrators. Some examples
of branch campus administrator’s title are chancellor, director, dean, executive dean,
provost, and campus director.
Community college: A public, associate degree-granting institution which
offers both vocational-technical programs for direct employment after graduation and
a general education curriculum for transfer to a baccalaureate degree-granting
institution. Generally, the community college is more involved in the community than
was true of the older junior college; the community college is usually a
state-supported public institution although many began with local funding as the chief
source of financing (Mitzel, 1982).
Council of Two-Year Colleges of Four-Year Institutions: A recognized
affiliated council of the American Association of Community Colleges with the
purpose of promoting the unique contribution of community colleges in partnership
with four-year institutions. The Council focuses primarily on university branches and
campuses that offer the associate degree (Mahoney & Sallis, 1992).
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Extension center: An educational outreach facility of a four-year college or
university (Medsker, 1960).
Junior college: An associate degree-granting institution which offers the
general education transfer curriculum as its primary mission. Junior college
governance may be public or private (Mitzel, 1982).
Main campus: A public, baccalaureate degree-granting institution which
governs the branch campus. The original campus site is the main campus and the
central location of governance (Knowles, 1977).
Regional campus: A term synonymous with branch campus.
Relation: The connections, dealings, or associations drawing together persons,
groups, or nations in personal, business, or diplomatic affairs. The words "relation"
and "relationship" can be used interchangeably to specify an association between
persons or things (Paxson, 1990).
Satellite campus or satellite center: A term synonymous with extension center.
Technical college: An associate degree-granting institution which offers as its
primary mission vocational-technical degrees for direct employment after graduation.
They are similar to community colleges in that they are public in governance.
However, few, if any, liberal arts or general education courses or degrees are offered
(Mitzel, 1932).
Transfer institution: A term synonymous with college parallel, college
transfer, and college equivalent to describe academic programs which are preparatory
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at the two-year college level for transfer to a senior institution (Cohen & Brawer,
1989).
Two by Four Council: The nickname for the Council of Two-Year Colleges of
Four-Year Institutions.
Organization of Dissertation
The background of the study, need for the study, purpose of the study,
research questions, delimitations, assumptions, and definitions of relevant terminology
associated with branch campus issues are in Chapter I.
A review of the literature regarding the history of two-year colleges, evolution
of branch campuses, role and duties of college presidents, and administration of
branch campuses is presented in Chapter II.
A detailed description of research methodology and procedures used in the
research is presented in Chapter III.
The survey and interview data are presented in Chapter IV.
A summary, discussion, conclusions, limitations, recommendations for branch
campus and main campus administrators, and recommendations for further research
regarding branch campus and main campus relations are presented in Chapter V.

CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
i he purpose of this chapter is to provide a review of literature related to this
study of main and branch campus relations. The chapter is divided into four major
topics: a history of two-year colleges, evolution of branch campuses, role and duties
of college presidents, and administration of branch campuses. This chapter will
provide background information about two-year colleges (i.e., community, technical,
and junior colleges) as well as the less common branch campus.
A History of Two-Year Colleges
The philosophical beginnings of two-year colleges can be traced to the Morrill
Act of 1862 which emphasized the importance of liberal education as well as practical
education through the establishment of land grant institutions (Vaughan, 1995). The
evolution of public educational services, primarily through extension centers, became
a trademai t of land grant institutions.
From the Morrill Act of 1862 to the early 20th century, the philosophical
threads of practical higher education and accessibility to all people created the
loom on which the rich fabric of today’s community college is woven.
Philosophically, the pattern was created for the public community college
which would emphasize service to the community along with programs
providing liberal and technical education. (Vaughan, 1995, p. 28)
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The land grant colleges challenged the traditions of limiting access to higher education
to males from wealthy and professional families (Eells, 1931). Thus, universal access
to higher education began with the land grant institutions of the United States.
William Rainey Harper, President of the University of Chicago in the late
1800s, is considered by some scholars to be the father of the junior college (Vaughan,
1995). Harper had a long-range goal of developing free standing, "affiliated"
two-year colleges which would offer the first two years of university work (Witt,
Wattenbarger, Gollattseheck, & Suppiger, 1994). In this effort, he had the support of
other recognized university presidents such as Charles W. Eliot of Harvard and
William; Folwell of the University of Minnesota. Harper’s plan would have permitted
the University of Chicago to devote its resources to "university" work, not what he
considered preparatory education (Cohen & Drawer, 1989; Frye, 1992; Witt et ah,
1994). As a result of Harper’s influence, Joliet Junior College, Joliet, Illinois, was
foundedin 1901 and is recognized as the oldest junior college in the nation (Frye,
1992). Because the University of Chicago continued to offer freshman and
sophomore level courses, Harper’s goal to eliminate the first two years at the
university was not achieved. However, Harper’s concept of two-year colleges had the
general public’s support and was the beginning of the two-year junior college in the
United States.
In 1904, the "Wisconsin Idea" further advanced the delivery of higher
education to the masses. The plan stated that the University of Wisconsin would
assist the general public through extension services and declared the boundaries of the
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state as defining the University of Wisconsin campus. This concept propelled higher
education extension to tne masses and was a concept adopted in many other states
(Vaughan, 1995).
Witt et al. (1994) examined the ideas involved in the early junior college
movement and found two separate movements, one "populist" and one "elitist." The
populist point of view "insisted on educational opportunity for all citizens" (p. 4).
The elitist point of view was promoted "generally [by] university scholars who wanted
to maintain the exclusive nature of their institutions" (pp. 4-5). The modem two-year
college has strong ties to both points of view.
The "junior" college, as William Rainey Harper referred to it, had as its root
an elitist point of view which advocated that the university be released from the
responsibility of delivering junior level instruction, thus freeing the pure research
institution to maintain its research mission. A growing number of high school
students were demanding access to higher education as a result of the public school
movement during the late 1800s. The elitist’s point of view would have kept these
students out of the university, thus maintaining the university’s mission of research
and scholarship (Witt et al., 1994).
The populist point of view insisted on higher educational services readily
available to the masses. The populist point of view had already created educational
services for the masses via public grammar schools, junior high schools, and high
schools. Populist advocates wanted more access to higher education for the masses
and viewed the two-year college as its resource for these services.
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The populist point of view became very popular in California. Between 1907
and 1921, legislative action establishing junior colleges in that state became a model
for legislation in other states. In 1907, California authorized high schools to offer the
first two years of college. In 1917 and 1921, the state legislature permitted state and
local revenue support for junior colleges and established junior college districts with
local governing boards (Vaughan, 1995).
Following World War II, service men and women were returning home from
war. The Serviceman’s Readjustment Act (GI Bill) was passed by Congress in 1944
to assist veterans who desired higher education. Nearly 2.2 million veterans attended
college under the GI Bill immediately following World War II, greatly impacting the
growth and public perception of the role of junior colleges in higher education
(Vaughan, 1995). Of the 2.2 million veterans attending college, more than 10%
(250,000 veterans) enrolled in two-year colleges, doubling the junior college
enrollment between 1944 and 1947 (Phillippe, 1995).
In 1947, the Truman Commission Report called for a national master plan to
make higher education accessible to "all able young people." The report called for a
network of public community colleges which charged little or no tuition and for these
community colleges to serve as community culture centers with emphasis on civic
responsibilities. The Truman Commission Report popularized the term "community
college," which later became the common term for these institutions (Phillippe, 1995;
Vaughan, 1995).
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Vaughan v1995) cited three events which led to open public access to higher
education in the United States. First, the post World War II Baby Boomers
demanded access to higher education; second, our national leaders advocated an open
and equitable society (for example, President Lyndon Johnson’s national "Great
Society" goal); and, third, society demanded increased financial aid for higher
education, and Congress responded with the Higher Education Act of 1965, the 1972
amendments, and the 1992 amendments. These events led to the construction of new
community colleges at the rate of one per week between 1960 and 1975, thus
increasing the number of community colleges from 663 to 1,230 during this period
(Phillippe, 1995). Palola (1968) called this period the "quantitative crisis" period in
higher education:
No longer was access to education beyond high school restricted to a rather
well-defined and circumscribed stratum of the populace, but an "open door"
policy was to characterize access into some type of higher education for all
qualified students. This meant, obviously, a vast expansion of student
enrollments. New institutions were constructed and existing ones were forced
to expand their capacities manifold, (p. 3)
The American Association of Community Colleges (AACC), founded in 1920,
provides national leadership for two-year colleges. In 1995, the AACC estimated the
number of community colleges to be 1,472. Of these, 1,291 colleges were public and
181 were private colleges. Total enrollment was 5.7 million students at campuses
located within an hour’s drive for 90% of the nation’s population. The students at
these institutions included 47% of all African American students, 57% of all Hispanic
students, 42% of all Asian/Pacific Islander students, and 54% of all American Indian
students in higher education. The average age of the student enrolled in a community
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college in 1995 was 29 years. Community colleges conferred over 400,000 associate
of arts degrees and nearly 200,000 one- and two-year certificates in the 1990s in
occupational programs which included 7 of the top 10 "hot" jobs identified by the
Bureau of Labor Statistics. In addition, 91% of all community colleges partnered
with business and industry in their communities for workforce training (American
Association of Community Colleges, 1995).
Community colleges have become the "people’s college" as envisioned by
early community college leaders. The influence that community colleges have had on
American life has been very successful:
Nearly every facet of American life, it seems, has been touched by the
pervasive influence of two-year colleges. All of the nation’s great four-year
universities and colleges combined have not affected the average citizen as
profoundly as has the neighborhood community college. In fact, nearly
one-half of all American adults will eventually take a course at a community
college. The community college has truly become the university of the
common man. (Witt et al., 1994, p. 3)
Evolution of Branch Campuses
In the literature, branch campuses are mentioned only periodically by
researchers and are usually included within the definition of two-year colleges. Also,
branch campuses lack notation that they possess a mission significantly different from
the missions of the more commonly understood community, technical, and junior
colleges. This section will provide a discussion in support of the statement that "the
majority of institutions [branch campuses] . . . consider their mission to be most like
a community college" (Dunlap, 1989, p. 13). This section will also define branch
campuses and provide examples of how universities view the branch campus mission.
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Hell’s (1931) definition of junior colleges included the university branch
campuses, which offered lower division work. Eell believed that the mission of the
university branch campus was equivalent to the junior college mission, and his
research included branch campus data within other junior college data.
In 1960, Leland Medsker, formerly the President of the American Association
of Community Colleges and formerly the Vice-chair of the Center for the Study of
Higher Education at the University of Califomia-Berkeley, completed a
comprehensive study that included two-year college systems and branch campuses in
15 states because those 15 states enrolled over three fourths of the two-year college
students at that time. Medsker located branch campuses in Georgia (7), Illinois (3),
Indiana (13), Ohio (22), Pennsylvania (12), Texas (2), and Wisconsin (8).
Medsker (1960) compared branch campuses to junior colleges at that time. He
stated that the proponents of extension centers believed university experience in
curriculum and organizing and administering college programs resulted in more
uniform college standards in branch campuses. Proponents of junior colleges cited
the colleges’ close relationships to their communities as a greater advantage for
students in higher education. Medsker’s (1960) study concluded:
1) The curriculum in extension centers is generally narrower than in junior
collets
2) The dominance of the parent university over its centers is not necessarily in
the best interest of higher education.
3) For the most part, extension programs lack the financial stability and
adequacy of support enjoyed by most junior colleges.
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4) Extension centers as presently operated do not democratize higher
education at the lower-division level to the same extent that junior colleges
do. (pp. 309-312)
Medsker’s concluding observations were that extension centers did not serve the adult
and special students or cooperative education projects to the extent that junior colleges
had demonstrated. However, he noted that extension centers could be comprehensive
like junior colleges, citing Pennsylvania’s extension centers as an example.
The consensus of the administrators surveyed by Blocker and Campbell (1963)
was that states need all types of institutions, two-year, four-year, and branches,
because the three types of institutions serve different purposes. However, some
researchers believed that definition and image of the branch campus to be an issue of
concern for branch campuses:
Within such extension programs are branch colleges which have complete
resident programs, as well as divisions of the parent institution carried on in
high school buildings. Extension programs in most colleges and universities
remain peripheral to the central concerns and attention of these institutions,
with the result that their image is not clear either to the supporting institution
or to their students. (Blocker, Plummer, & Richardson, 1965, p. 43)
Cattell (1971) also recognized the strong community ties of the branch campus but
asserted that all branch campuses "call upon the academic expertise of the supporting
university . . . [and] the insistence by the supporting university on uniform quality is
another plus of the branch campus system" (p. 369).
Wells (1966) and Cattell (1971) stated that during the Depression years,
branch campuses had their beginnings in the United States to serve students who
could not afford to live away from home. However, Romesburg (1972) suggested
that the roots of the branch campus movement were a "natural outgrowth" of
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university extension, dating back to England in the 1860s. An example of the value
placed on branch campuses by land grant universities came from Ralph Huitt,
Executive Director of the National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant
Colleges (NASULGC). Huitt (1972) identified "311 branch operations being run by
118 member institutions" (p. 41) in a survey conducted by the NASULGC of member
institutions. His conclusions about the survey contained the following prediction:
Many state university leaders feel that the branches will eventually almost
completely take over freshman and sophomore level education. During the
1968-69 academic year there were more than 175,000 students enrolled in
identifiable freshman-sophomore level courses at 165 NASULGC branches and
technical institutes—136 of the former, 29 of the later. There were 22 new
branches that had been established since 1966. (p. 43)
However, Huitt’s prediction about the future growth of branch campuses did not
occur.
Later, Cohen and Brawer (1989) made an observation and prediction regarding
the development of future branch campuses:
For the most part, branch campuses, satellite centers, and courses offered off
campus in rented quarters will accommodate the need for expanded facilities.
Many small autonomous centers or specialized units within larger districts will
be built. Some of these centers will emphasize career studies and
recertification for paraprofessionals; others, operating much like university
extension divisions, will offer courses in numerous locations and over
open-circuit television. These types of instructional centers have accounted for
nearly all institutional expansion that has occurred since the early 1970’s. Few
of them have grown into full-service colleges, (p. 373)
A mission statement for community colleges was provided by Palola and
Oswald (1972) and stated that community colleges have a five-part mission. This
mission-applied to campuses in varying degrees of emphasis-is to provide academic
transfer to a baccalaureate degree-granting institution, occupational education for
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immediate employment, guidance and counseling, developmental programs for less
than adequately prepared students entering higher education, and continuing education
or community service in the form of vocational and avocational service to business,
industry, and community interests.
Researchers have applied varying definitions to branch campuses. Kintzer
(1969), Hazard (1973), and Lee and Bowen (1975) identified branch campuses as
systems of two-year colleges located at multiple sites (as in Wisconsin). Palola and
Oswald (1972) and Chang (1978) used multi-units (two or more separate campuses or
instructional units) with one central office and governing board as their definition of
branch campuses for research purposes. The individual institutions within these
multi-unit systems may have missions similar to those of community colleges 5

the

purpose of their research was related to multi-unit systems.
More recently, the American Association of Community Colleges offered the
following definitions and commentary for purposes of defining community colleges
(including branch campuses) for AACC statistical purposes:
For this publication, community colleges are defined as follows: institutions
that are separately accredited by one of the six regional accrediting
bodies . . . and primarily offer the associate degree as the highest degree; or
institutions that are formally undergoing the process of becoming accredited by
one of these six bodies and primarily offer the associate degree as the highest
degree; or unique systems of campuses of accredited baccalaureate or
higher-degree-granting institutions that primarily offer an associate degree as
the highest degree (for example, the 13 Wisconsin Centers that are considered
one community college).
It is important to note that the definition of a two-year institution used by the
Department of Education is different. This definition is: institutions of higher
education accredited by an agency recognized by the Department of Education
offering an associate degree as the highest degree award. The three key
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differences are: 1) the Department of Education recognizes colleges not
accredited by a regional accrediting body; 2) the Department of Education
excludes institutions that offer primarily associate degrees, yet offer one or
two baccalaureate programs; and 3) the Department of Education excludes
campuses of four-year institutions that are not separately accredited and offer
an associate degree as the highest degree. (Phillippe, 1995, pp. vii-viii)
Therefore, the United States Department of Education and the American
Association of Community Colleges both recognize accredited two-year lower division
education centers (branch campuses). However, the Department of Education will
recognize institutions not accredited by a regional accrediting body. These
non-accredited institutions are not recognized by the AACC; therefore, researchers
may have difficulty determining a definition for branch campuses.
The definition of a branch campus will continue to plague researchers as long
as higher education, regional accrediting agencies, and government agencies select
different criteria for the definition of a branch campus. Two-year college campuses
may have differing origins and serve somewhat differing purposes, but the populations
served-by branch campuses (extension centers) and community colleges appear to be
common to both institutions, and the institutions support both elitist and populist
points of view.
Role and Duties of College Presidents
The president of the higher education institution determines the success or
failure of the institution (Fisher, Tack, & Wheeler, 1988), and the president is the
persoi most likely to influence the campus culture and climate (Vaughan, 1992).
These statements reinforce Fisher’s (1984) prediction "that strong presidential
leadership will be the imperative of the future for higher education" (p. 182). This

25

discussion will review recent literature concerning the role and duties of the college
president and the changing role of the community college president.
Fain (1987) determined that presidents of institutions spend the majority of
their time with issues concerning the allocation of resources. Eble (1978) stated that
the successful administrator will most likely be measured by the quality of their
appointments. A survey conducted by Heidrick and Struggles (1987) determined that
87 % of the college presidents believe that recruitment, promotion, and retention of
high-level individuals should be the first objective of every president. Eble (1978)
termed these objectives the functional aspects of university administration. The
substantive aspects are more often abstract, and Eble (1978) identified these as the
current state of academic governance, the aims of higher education, and the
ramifications of public support and financial planning. Each of these aspects is
important to understanding the role and duties of college presidents because "in
academic organizations, individuals do not so much work fo r the leader as for what
the leader represents on their behalf" (Eble, 1978, p. 88).
Wilson (1980) developed a comprehensive list of functions performed by
administrators in higher education. These functions were organizing, staffing,
directing and leading, controlling, and planning. Wilson further determined that
effective communication is the most desirable characteristic that administrators must
possess in order to accomplish these functions. Wakin (1985) and Fisher et al. (1988)
also identified finely honed communications skills and the use of persuasion,
intelligence, and compassion as essential to the effective college president.
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Other factors also define the leadership qualities of college administrators.
Keeton (1971) studied campus governance and recommended that leaders must be
capable of being effective through sharing and dispersion of authority and power. He
also stated that each campus must find its own best way of coping with its own unique
problems of governance. Dearing (1972) characterized images of remote centralized
authority to be a "mindless bureaucracy with no purpose except to frustrate" (p. 54)
individuals on the local campus. Dearing further stated that one of the greatest
problems in achieving effective coordination is the development of fair processes
which are understood. In a later analysis of doctoral dissertations, Pedersen and
Hankin (1988) stated that "infrequent attention . . . has been paid to the presidency’s
interaction with other sources of power and authority" (p. 66).
From a business perspective, Kouzes and Posner (1993) determined that
"credibility is the foundation of leadership and all relationships that work" (p. xxii)
and that credibility is determined by the constituents. Their research determined that
integrity (leaders who are truthful, trustworthy, have character, and convictions) is the
key characteristic for achieving credibility. Bennis (1989) defined integrity as the
"standards of moral and intellectual honesty on which our conduct is based" (p. 117).
Bennis (1989) further stated that "each employee is, to a remarkable extent, the
organization in miniature" (p. 156) and that employees would rather follow a leader
on whom they can count, even when they disagree, than one with whom they agree
but who shifts position frequently.
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The academic community is a sociological setting which abhors power but
grants authority to administrators through policy (Millet, 1962). The relationship
among individuals in an academic community as authoritative decisions are made
becomes crucial in a sociological setting because governance is measured by the
integrity and willingness of the participants to work together (Boyer, 1987).
Vaughan, Mellander, and Blois (1994) analyzed changes occurring in the
community college presidency. They concluded that the community college
presidency is becoming a more demanding and more difficult position. Their
interviewees identified lack of resources, a changing society, technology, fund raising,
and engagement in entrepreneurial activities as future functions of the college
presidency. Some of the comments provided by interviewees regarding future
challenges of community college presidents include the following:
•

The main problems will be how we assimilate new technology into our
teaching and learning functions, (p. 79)

•

The greatest issue facing the presidency is to reconceive the role of the
institution in a world that is not yet reformulated. To have a vision of that
future and to help others see it, without losing their sense of identity and
sense of direction in the process, (p. 79)

•

The need to build networks with each other and network with organizations
in the community, (p. 80)•

•

Finding a balance between building internal community and external
community, (p. 8i)

As the administration of branch campuses is discussed in the next section, the
issue of granting authority through policy and communication becomes critical. The
interaction between individuals who are located a greater distance apart than across
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the typical institution’s campus places the individuals who function in the positions in
a non-typical work environment.
Branch Camnus Administration
Unique challenges are characteristic of the administration of branch campuses.
This section will attempt to differentiate the administration of branch campuses from
that of other college administrative settings.
Schindler (1951) concluded the following from his study of the administration
of off-campus undergraduate centers: "A high degree of autonomy based on strong
locafeducational leaders, where it has been practiced, has produced more effective
administrative relationships between divisions and their parent institutions" (p. 61).
Morton (1953) found a-lack ofcdefiriition of administrative responsibilities iir extension
centers and branch campuses. He identified a need for long-range planning arid noted
the existence of-administratiVe;confUsion regarding control of the-branch campus.
One* of the purposes of the Blocker and Campbell® (1963) study was: to
determine the -advantages: and disadvantages of a branch campus. They identified 23§
advantages to administrative functioning as a branch campus. The top items'disted
were icooperation m policy making, virtually free of local control, economical,
financially independent, and prestige of university. The authors noted that only one
item—cooperation in policy making-had a significant enough number of responses
(n —8> to be considered representative of many institutions and that most advantages
identified were specific to the institution rather than representative of many
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institutions. Conversely, administrators identified the disadvantages of administrative
functioning as a branch campus:
Nineteen of the twenty-four reasons are really related to a lack of
communication between the branches and the parent institutions. This is really
the greatest problem that exists with the branch college idea. It is a real
disadvantage not to be able to take up problems within one’s own organization
and solve them immediately. (Blocker & Campbell, 1963, p. 30)
Earlier research determined that the accepted approach to communication from
the branch campus to the main campus was to funnel recommendations through the
chief administrator at the main campus (Richardson, Blocker, & Bender, 1972).
Bond (1983) noted one weakness in this communication channel: Good
communication was dependent on the main campus administrator’s priorities and
influence among his or her colleagues.
Romesburg (1972) stated that most branch campus administrators answer
directly to the president or vice-president of the main campus. Dunlap (1989)
determined that the vice-president of academic affairs/provost is the title of the main
campus administrator most commonly assigned responsibilities for branch campuses.
This reporting structure was also confirmed by my 1993 study.
The research has shown that communication and interaction among leaders of
branch campuses collectively governs the institution (Bond, 1983). The research has
also substantiated a need for improvement of communications between branch and
main campus administrators (Blocker & Campbell, 1963; Dunlap, 1989). The
quantity and quality of the interaction appear to be contributing factors, and as
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Rouche, Baker, and Rose (1989) stated in their concluding remarks, "What is truly
important, what is lasting, is accomplished together" (p. 289).
The next chapter presents the research methodology of this study. It will
explain the research questions, sample, data collection procedures, and the tables and
statistics used to examine the data.

CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
The purpose of this study was to compare perceptions of branch campus
administrators with perceptions of their main campus administrators regarding the
quantity and quality of their communication and interaction. The second purpose was
to identify the elements which contribute to a positive or a negative relationship
between branch and main campus administrators.
This chapter presents the research methodology of this study. It will explain
the selection of the study participants, design of the instrument, collection of data, and
data analysis procedures.
Selection of the Study Participants
The study had two groups of participants: one group which provided
quantitative data and a second, the follow-up group, which provided qualitative data.
The first group of participants consisted of branch campus administrators. The
second group of participants consisted of pairs of administrators, one branch campus
administrator and one main campus administrator from each state which had an
appropriate pair of volunteer participants. The purpose of the follow-up study was to
validate the information received in the surveys.
The potential participants in the quantitative research study were all 111
branch campus chief executive officers in the United States. The branch campus
31

32

CEO participants were those identified in my 1993 study because no other list that
was more complete or accurate existed. The main campus supervisors were selected
from the information provided by branch campus CEOs because no directory existed
for these individuals. Iverson and Norpoth (1976) described this research
methodology as two-phase sampling.
In my earlier study, 14 states were identified to have public four-year
institutions with two-year branch campuses. These states were Alaska, Arkansas,
Hawaii, Indiana, Louisiana, Nebraska, New Mexico, North Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma,
Pennsylvania, South Carolina, Texas, and West Virginia. Of the 111 surveys mailed
to branch: campus administrators located within these 14 states, 20 administrators
responded that their campuses were not branch campuses and two respondents
returned*blank surveys, declining to participate. Of the remaining 89 campuses, 51
campuses responded, providing a 57% return rate.
Some o f the 51 branch campus administrators who participated in the survey
volunteered their main campus administrator to participate in a qualitative follow-up
study; however, not all 14 states had both a branch campus and main campus
administrator from affiliated institutions volunteer. For purposes of geographic
balance as well as equal number of participants, one branch campus and main campus
administrator pair were selected from the same state but not necessarily from
affiliated' institutions.
As a result of the number of branch and main campus volunteers received, the
qualitative follow-up study was conducted with seven main campus administrators and
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seven branch campus administrators from seven states. The states represented in the
follow-up study were Alaska, New Mexico, North Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma,
Pennsylvania, and South Carolina because both a branch campus administrator and a
main campus administrator volunteered. This procedure provided for equal
participation of main campus and branch campus administrators. The follow-up study
participants were randomly selected from the list of volunteers from each state.
Design of the Instrument
The survey instrument (see Appendix C) was based on the information from
Dunlap’s 1989 study and my 1993 follow-up study. In those studies, branch campus
CEOs were asked "If you could improve one main campus/branch campus
relationship issue, what would that be?" The majority of the responses in both studies
indicated that more data were needed about the relationship between the two
campuses.
The branch campus CEOs clearly stated in these two earlier studies that their
relationship with their main campuses was the single most important issue to be
addressed by the two campuses. The survey instrument developed for this study
sought to clarify and determine the elements which contribute to a positive or a
negative relationship between main and branch campuses. A search of previous
research did not identify a survey instrument relevant to this purpose. Therefore. I
developed this instrument in collaboration with my advisor, Dr. G. Jean Thomas, and
my advisory committee.
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In order to focus and refine the instrument, two branch campus administrators
and two main campus administrators were interviewed by telephone in a pilot study.
The participants were Mr. Ralph Gabriele, Executive Dean of the University of
Alaska-Fairbanks (representing main campus administration); Mr. John Leathers, Vice
President for Pennsylvania State University-Park Campus (representing main campus
administration); Mr. Loyd Hughes, President of Eastern New Mexico
University-Roswell (representing branch campus administration); and Mr. Michael
Smith, Chancellor of Louisiana State University-Eunice ('representing branch campus
administration). The hour-long telephone conversations were tape recorded with the
participants’ permission. The purpose of the telephone conversations and subsequent
transcriptions was to gain an overall perspective of the issues, procedures, and
day-to-day concerns regarding the relationship between branch;and main campus
administrators. The concerns and issues raised by the interviewees improved the
survey instrument but are not included in the research data reported in Chapter IV.
The su m , nstrument was then forwarded to the University of North Dakota
Institutional Review Board and approved.
After approval was received from the Institutional Review Board, the survey
instrument was validated by a panel of experts using the instrument in Appendix A.
This panel was comprised of the Council of Two-Year Colleges of Four-Year
Institutions Executive Committee, CEOs of six branch campuses throughout the
United States. The survey instrument and the validation instrument were mailed to
each Executive Committee member. The panel members’ credibility and expertise
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concerning branch campus issues are recognized by their constituencies and the parent
organization, the AACC. The validation process provided input from experts,
improvement of the survey instrument, and assurance that the survey instrument had
content validity (i.e., the research questions were addressed by the survey).
Collection of Data
A cover letter (see Appendix B) and the survey instrument were mailed to all
111 branch campus CEOs after the panel of experts had completed its validation
process. In addition to the survey instrument, the branch campus CEOs were mailed
a form (see Appendix D) requesting (1) the identification of their main campus
administrators and (2) requesting volunteers to participate in the follow-up study.
After the survey instruments and the forms requesting the identification of
main campus administrators and branch campus volunteers were returned, phase two
of the research study began. Quantitative data collected from the returned surveys
provided the data for development of the follow-up study instrument (see Appendix
E). The follow-up study instrument was utilized to obtain qualitative verification and
reaction to the data collected from the survey instrument.
The volunteer information form identified branch campus administrators who
agreed to continue their participation in the research and their main campus
administrators. Participants were randomly selected from this list of volunteers. I
then contacted the appointment secretary for each main campus administrator and
branch campus administrator. Following a brief introduction and explanation, I
requested the administrator’s e-mail address. Each administrator was then contacted

1W

w

~,';<im

36

via e-mail. I introduced the dissertation topic and asked two questions: (1) whether
or not he or she desired to participate in the follow-up study and (2) how he or she
wanted to participate. Each administrator was given three choices on mode of
communication if he or she agreed to continue participation: telephone interview (10
to 15 minutes), e-mail survey, or survey letter. Three administrators selected
telephone interview, nine administrators selected e-mail, and two administrators
selected survey letter. In each mode of communication, the instrument identified in
Appendix E was used for data collection. The responses received were transcribed
from recorded telephone interviews or translated from e-mail and letter format and
grouped anonymously.
Data Analysis
All data collected from all participants were tabulated and recorded
anonymously. The responses from the survey instrument were statistically tabulated
and analyzed. Frequency scales and table summaries were constructed for
comparative purposes. Averages of Likert Scale responses were computed to
determine perceptions of statements provided. Three additional openTended questions
related to positive elements of the relationship, negative elements of the relationship,
and.elements of a model relationship were asked of survey respondents. These
responses were also included in the data summary.
The 14 follow-up study participants provided verification of the data collected,
perceptions of survey results related to the elements of positive and negative relations,
and perceptions of the survey results related to elements of a model relationship

between branch campus and main campus administrators. The responses from each
survey group, the branch campus administrator group and the main campus
administrator group, were recorded according to the appropriate research question.
The following chapter presents the data obtained from the survey instrument
and the follow-up study results obtained from telephone interviews, e-mail responses,
and survey letters from branch campus administrators and main campus
administrators. The results of the survey instrument are presented in nine tables and
examined in narrative form. The results of the follow-up study are also presented in
narrative form.
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C H A PT ER IV

PRESENTATION OF DATA
The purpose of this study was to compare perceptions of branch campus
administrators with perceptions of their main campus administrators regarding the
quantity and quality of their communication and interaction. The second purpose was
to identify the elements which contribute to a positive or a negative relationship
between branch and main campus administrators.
A total of 111 surveys was mailed to branch campus administrators located
throughout the United States. Twenty administrators responded that their campuses
were not branch campuses, and two respondents returned the survey but declined to
participate. Of the remaining 89 campus administrators, 51 administrators responded,
providing a 57% return rate.
This chapter presents the data collected to examine the relationship between
the branch campus administrator and the main campus administrator. The quantitative
data from the survey completed by the branch campus administrators are presented
first followed by qualitative data collected from main campus and branch campus
administrators via telephone interview, e-mail, and survey letter. The data are
arranged according to the research questions.
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Description of Data
As an introduction, the survey asked the branch campus administrators to
describe their institutions in terms of curricular offerings. Specifically, the
administrators were asked if their branch campus offers degrees/programs not offered
at the main campus or does their branch campus offer only degrees/programs which
are offered at the main campus. Table 1 reports that 48 administrators responded to
the question.
Table 1
Branch Campus Curricula in Terms of Degrees/Programs
Offered at the Main Campus
Number of responses

Percent

Offers degrees/programs not offered at
the main campus

41

85.4

Offers only degrees/programs which are
offered at the main campus

7

14.6

Forty-one (85.4%) respondents reported that their branch campus offers
degrees/programs not offered at the main campus. Seven (14.6%) respondents
reported that their branch campus offers only degrees/programs offered at the main
campus.
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Research Questions
The responses from both the survey and follow-up studies are categorized by
research question. Each question is stated, and then the related data are presented in
tabular and narrative form.
Research Question #1
1. What are the perceptions of branch campus administrators and main
campus administrators of the time and attention devoted by main campus
administrators to branch campus issues?
Branch campus administrators were asked to estimate the amount of time per
week they interact with their main campus administrators. Table 2 presents the data
from the branch campus administrators. All 51 branch campus administrators
responded. The number of responses for the first two items exceeds the sum of
respondents who answered "yes, this is adequate" or "no, this is not adequate"
because some respondents did not indicate a yes or no response after answering the
first part of the surv ey question.
Twenty-five (49%) respondents reported that they interact less than 1 hour per
week with their main campus administrator, 17 (33%) respondents reported that they
interact 1 to 3 hours per week with their main campus administrator, five (9%)
respondents reported that they interact 4 to 6 hours per week with their main campus
administrator, two (3%) respondents reported that they interact 7 to 9 hours per week
with their main campus administrator, and two (3%) respondents reported that they
interact 10 hours or more per week with their main campus administrator.
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Amount of Time Per Week Branch Campus Administrators
Interact with Their Main Campus Administrators
Number of
hours
preferred

Number of
responses

Yes, this is
adequate

No, this is not
adequate

Less than 1
hour per week

25 (49%)

13 (52%)

6 (24%)

1.7 hours
(average)
1 to 3 hours
(range)

1 to 3 hours
per week

17 (33%)

15 (88%)

1 (6%)

No response

4 to 6 hours
per week

5 (9%)

4 (80%)

No response

No response

7 to 9 hours
per week

2 (3%)

2 (100%)

More than 10
hours per
week

2 (3%)

2 (100%)

n=51
Table 2 also presents respondents’ satisfaction with the amount of time per
week they interact with their main campus administrators. Of the 25 respondents
indicating that they interact less than 1 hour per week with their main campus
administrators, 13 (52%) reported that this was an adequate amount of time, and six
(24%) reported that thic was an inadequate amount of time. Those six respondents
reported that an average of 1.7 hours per week (range of 1 hour to 3 hours per week)
would be an adequate amount of time. Of the 17 respondents reporting that they
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interact 1 to 3 hours per week with their main campus administrators, 15 (88%)
reported that this was an adequate amount of time, and one (6%) reported that this
was an inadequate amount of time. This respondent did not indicate what would be
an adequate amount of time. Of the five respondents reporting that they interact 4 to
6 hours per week with their main campus administrators, four (80%) reported that
this was an adequate amount of time. The two respondents reporting that they
interact 7 to 9 hours per week with their main campus administrator also reported that
this was an adequate amount of time. The two respondents reporting that they
interact 10 hours or more per week with their main campus administrators also
reported that this was an adequate amount of time.
Branch campus administrators were asked to estimate the amount of time per
week that they believe their main campus administrator dedicates to branch campus
issues. Table 3 presents the data from the branch campus administrators. All 51
branch campus administrators responded. The number of respondents who answered
"less than 1 hour per week" exceeds the sum of respondents who answered "yes, this
is adequate" and "no, this is not adequate" because some respondents did not indicate
a yes or no response after answering the first part of the survey question.
Fifteen (29%) respondents estimated that their main campus administrator
dedicates less than 1 hour per week to branch campus issues, 11 (21%) respondents
estimated that their main campus administrator dedicates 1 to 3 hours per week to
branch campus issues, four (7 %) respondents estimated that their main campus
administrator dedicates 4 to 6 hours per week to branch campus issues, three (5%)
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T able 3

Branch Campus Administrators’ Estimates of Amount of Time Per Week Their
Main Campus Administrators Dedicate to Branch Campus Issues
Number of
hours
preferred

Number of
responses

Yes, this is
adequate

Less than 1
hour per week

15 (29%)

9 (60%)

3 (20%)

2.5 hours
(average)
2 to 3 hours
(range)

1 to 3 hours
per week

11 (21%)

9 (82%)

2 (18%)

5 hours
(1 response)

4 to 6 hours
per week

4

(7%)

3 (75%)

1 (25%)

10 hours
(1 response)

7 to 9 hours
per week

3

(5%)

2 (67%)

1 (33%)

30 hours
(1 response)

More than 10
hours per
week

18 (35%)

No, this is not
adequate

18 (100%)

n=51
respondents estimated that their main campus administrator dedicates 7 to 9 hours per
week to branch campus issues, and 18 (35%) respondents estimated that their main
campus administrator dedicates 10 hours or more per week to branch campus issues.
Table 3 also presents respondents’ satisfaction with the amount of time per
week they estimate the main campus administrator dedicates to branch campus issues.
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Of the 15 respondents estimating that the main campus administrator dedicates less
than 1 hour per week to branch campus issues, nine (60%) reported that this was an
adequate amount of time, and three (20%) reported that this was an inadequate
amount of time. The three respondents reported that an average of 2.5 hours per
week (range of 2 hours to 3 hours per week) would be an adequate amount of time.
Of the 11 respondents estimating that the main campus administrator dedicates 1 to 3
hours per week to branch campus issues, nine (82%) reported that this was an
adequate amount of time, and two (18%) reported that this was an inadequate amount
of time. One respondent reported that five hours per week would be an adequate
amount of time. Of the four respondents estimating that the main campus
administrator dedicates 4 to 6 hours per week to branch campus issues, three (75%)
reported that this was an adequate amount of time, and one (25 %) respondent
reported that this was an inadequate amount of time. The one respondent reported
that 10 hours per week would be an adequate amount of time. Of the three
respondents estimating that the main campus administrator dedicates 7 to 9 hours per
week-to branch campus issues, two (67%) respondents reported that this was an
adequate amount of time, and one (33%) respondent reported that this was an
inadequate amount of time. The one respondent reported that 30 hours per week
would:be an adequate amount of time. The 18 respondents estimating that the main
campus administrator dedicates 10 or more hours per week to branch campus issues
also reported that this was an adequate amount of time.
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Branch campus administrators were asked to report the number of visits per
year made by the main campus administrator to the branch campus. Table 4 presents
the data from the branch campus administrators. Fifty branch campus administrators
responded. The number of respondents who answered "1 to 3 days per year" exceeds
the sum of respondents who answered "yes, this is adequate" and "no, this is not
adequate" because some respondents did not indicate a yes or no response after
answering the first part of the survey question.
Table 4
Branch Campus Administrators’ Estimates of the Number of Visits
Per Year Made bv Their Main Campus Administrators
Number of
responses
No visits in a typical
year

Yes, this is
adequate

No, this is not
adequate

(8%)

3 (75%)

1 (25%)

1 to 3 days per year

28 (56%)

19 (68%)

7 (25%)

4 to 6 days per year

11 (22%)

10 (91%)

1 (9%)

7 to 9 days per year

2

(4%)

2 (100%)

More than 10 days per
year

5 (10%)

5 (100%)

4

n= 50
Four (8%) respondents reported that no visits were made to the branch campus
by the main campus administrator in a typical year, 28 (56%) respondents reported
that the main campus administrator visited the branch campus 1 to 3 days per year, 11
(22%) respondents reported that the main campus administrator visited the branch
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campus 4 to 6 days per year, two (4%) respondents reported that the main campus
administrator visited the branch campus 7 to 9 days per year, and five (10%)
respondents reported that the main campus administrator visited the branch campus 10
or more days per year. Of the four respondents reporting that the main campus
administrator did not visit the branch campus, three (75%) respondents reported that
this was adequate, and one (25%) respondent reported that this was not adequate. Of
the 28 respondents reporting that the main campus administrator visited the branch
campus 1 to 3 days per year, 19 (68%) respondents reported that this was an adequate
number of visits, and seven (25%) respondents reported that this was an inadequate
number of visits. Of the 11 respondents reporting that the main campus administrator
visited the branch campus 4 to 6 days per year, 10 (91%) respondents reported that
this was an adequate number of visits, and one (9%) respondent reported that this was
an inadequate number of visits. The two respondents reporting that the main campus
administrator visited the branch campus 7 to 9 days per year also reported that this
was an adequate number of visits. The five respondents reporting that the main
campus administrator visited the branch campus 10 or more days per year also
reported that this was an adequate number of visits.
Table 5 reports the number of days per year branch campus administrators
want their main campus administrators to visit the branch campus. Fifty responses
were received.
Four (8%) respondents reported that visits from their main campus
administrator are not necessary, 21 (42%) respondents reported that they want their
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Table 5

The Number of Days Per Year Branch Campus Administrators Want
Their Main Campus Administrators to Visit the Campus
Number of responses
Visits are not necessary

4

(8%)

1 to 3 days per year

21 (42%)

4 to 6 days per year

16 (32%)

7 to 9 days per year

4

More than 10 days per year

5 (10%)

(8%)

n= 50
main campus administrator to visit the branch campus 1 to 3 days per year, 16 (32%)
respondents reported that they want their main campus administrator to visit the
branch campus 4 to 6 days per year, four (8%) respondents reported that they want
their main campus administrator to visit the branch campus 7 to 9 days per year, and
five (10%) respondents reported that they want their main campus administrator to
visit the branch campus mote than 10 days per year.
Table 6 compares data from Tables 4 and 5 (i.e., a comparison of the
estimated number of visits per year made by the main campus administrator to the
branch campus with the number of visits per year the branch campus administrators
want their main campus administrators to visit the branch campus).
Of the four respondents who reported that no visits were made to the branch
campus, three (75%) respondents reported that visits were not necessary, and one
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Table 6

Comparison of Number of Visits to Branch Campus Made by Main Campus
Administrator and the Number of Visits the Branch Campus Administrator
Wants the Main Campus Administrator to Make to Branch Campus
Number of
visits preferred

Visits are
not
necessary

Prefer 1
to 3 days

3 (75%)

1 (25%)

Prefer 4
to 6 days

Prefer 7
to 9 days

19 (68%)

8 (29 %)

1

1 (10%)

7 (70%)

Prefer
more than
10 days

Actual visits
made 0
No: visits in a
typical-year
1 to 3 days per
year
4 to fr days per
year

1 (10%)

(3%)
1 (10%)

7 to-9 days per
year

2 (100 %)

More than 10
days per year

1 (20%)

4 (80%)

(25%) respondent preferred 1 to 3 days per year. Of the 28 respondents who
reported thaf the main campus administrator visited the branch campus 1 to 3 days per
year, no one indicated that visits were not necessary, 19 (68%) respondents indicated
thafthey* preferred the main campus administrator visit the’branch campus 1 to 3 days
per year, eight (29%) respondents indicated that they preferred the main campus
administrator visit the branch campus 4 to 6 days per year, and one (3%) respondent
indicated that he or she preferred the main campus administrator visit the branch
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campus 7 to 9 days per year. Of the 11 respondents who reported that the main
campus administrator visited the branch campus 4 to 6 days per year, one (9%)
respondent indicated that visits from the main campus administrator were not
necessary, one (9%) respondent indicated that he or she preferred the main campus
administrator visit the branch campus 1 to 3 days per year, seven (64%) respondents
indicated that they preferred the main campus administrator visit the branch campus 4
to 6 days per year, and one (9%) respondent indicated that he or she preferred the
main campus administrator visit the branch campus more than 10 days per year. The
two (4%) respondents who reported that the main campus administrator visit the
branch campus 7 to 9 days per year also reported that they preferred the main campus
administrator visit the branch campus 7 to 9 days per year. Of the five respondents
who reported that the main campus administrator visit the branch campus more than
10 days per year, one (20%) respondent reported that he or she preferred the main
campus administrator visit the branch campus 7 to 9 days per year, and four (80%)
respondents reported that they preferred the main campus administrator visit the
branch campus more than 10 days per year.
Table 7 reports the amount of time per week the branch campus administrator
interacts with main campus personnel other than the main campus administrator (e.g.,
the registrar, bursar, college deans, and department chairs). Fifty branch campus
administrators responded.
Nine (18%) respondents reported that they interact less than 1 hour per week
with main campus personnel other than their main campus administrator, 27 (54%)
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Table 7

Amount of Time Per Week Branch Campus Administrators
Interact with Main Campus Personnel

Number of
responses
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Yes, this is
adequate

Less than 1 hour
per week

9 (18%)

1 to 3 hours per
week

27 (54%)

27 (100%)

4 :t0‘6 hours^per
week:

6 (12%)

6 (100%)

7 to 9 hours per
week

3

(6%)

3 (100 %)

More than d 0
hours per week

5 (10%)

4 (80 %)

7

(78%)

No, this is not
adequate

Number of
hours
preferred

2 (22%)

3 (average)
1 and 5
(range)

1 (20%)

2
(1 response)
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respondents -reporte d-that they intt:ract 1 to 3 houi■ssper week with main-campus
personnel other thairt their main campus administnitor, six (12%) resttohdehts reported
that they interact 4 to 6 hours per week with main campus personnel other :Uian:their
main campus administrator, three (6%) respondents reported that they/interact 7 to 9
hours per week with main campus personnel other than their main campus
administrator, and five (10%) respondents reported than they interact more than 10
hours per week with main campus personnel other than their main campus
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administrator. Of the nine respondents who reported that they interact less than 1
hour per week with main campus personnel other than their main campus
administrator, seven (78%) respondents reported that this was an adequate amount of
time per week, and two (22%) respondents reported that this was an inadequate
amount of time per week. These two respondents reported that an average of 3 hours
per week (range of I to 5 hours per week) would be an adequate amount of time.
The 27 respondents who reported that they interact from 1 to 3 hours per week with
main campus personnel other than their main campus administrator also reported that
1 to 3 hours was an adequate amount of time. The six respondents who reported that
they interact from 4 to 6 hours per week with main campus personnel other than their
main campus administrator also reported that 4 to 6 hours per week was an adequate
amount of time. The three respondents who reported that they interact from 7 to 9
hours per week with main campus personnel other than their main campus
administrator also reported that 4 to 6 hours per week was an adequate amount of
time. Of the five respondents who reported that they interact more than 10 hours per
week with main campus personnel other than their main campus administrator, four
(80%) respondents reported that this was an adequate amount of time, and one (20%)
respondent reported that this was an inadequate amount of time. That respondent
reported that an average of 2 hours per week would be an adequate amount of time.
Branch campus administrators were asked to respond to statements regarding
their perception of the main campus administrators’ relationship to the branch
campus. The Likert Scale was 5 = strongly agree, 4=agree, 3= not a concern.
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2- disagree, and 1= strongly disagree. Table 8 reports the average score for each
statement from the highest level of agreement to the lowest.
The average scores of two statements reported by branch campus
administrators placed these statements in the strongly agree category: "My
relationship with my main campus administrator is a positive relationship" (average
4.63) and "The main campus administrator trusts my leadership of tue branch campus
and allows as much autonomy as possible" (average 4.53).
The average scores of 11 statements reported by branch campus administrators
placed these statements in the agree category: "The main campus administrator trusts
my administration of the branch campus and allows as much autonomy as possible"
(average:4.45), "The main campus; administrator is committed; to the success^ of“the
branch campus" (average 4.31), "I make every attempt to keep my main campus
administrator fully informed about issues at the branch campus" (average 4.29), "The
main campus: administrator tends to; regard the-branch campus as*an opportunity to
serve< students" (average 4.25), "Whemplanning political strategy, the mains campus
administrator includes the needs of the branch campus" (average 4.10), "The main
campus administrator responds willingly to branch campus needs" (average 4.06),
"There are great advantages to be a branch campus" (average 3.94), "The main
campus administrator tends to regard the branch campus a& political advantage"
(average 3.92), "The main campus administrator keeps branch campus needs in mind
when developing policies and procedures" (average 3.86), "Main campus faculty
perceive branch campus faculty and/or programs to be academically inferior" (average
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Table 8

Branch Campus Administrators’ Perceptions of Main Campus
Administrators’ Relationship to Branch Campus

Average

Range (high/low
response)

(a) My relationship with my main campus
administrator is a positive relationship.

4.63

5/2

(j) The main campus administrator trusts my
leadership of the branch campus and allows
as much autonomy as possible.

4.53

5/2

(i) The main campus administrator trusts my
administration of the branch campus and
allows as much autonomy as possible.

4.45

5/2

(h) The main campus administrator is
committed to the success of the branch
campus.

4.31

5/2

(r) I make every attempt to keep my main
campus administrator fully informed about
issues at the branch campus.

4.29

5/2

(p) The main campus administrator tends to
regard the branch campus as an opportunity
to serve students.

4.25

5/2

(k) When planning political strategy, the
main campus administrator includes the
needs of the branch campus.

4.10

5/2

(1) The main campus administrator responds
willingly to branch campus needs.

4.06

5/2

(n) There are great advantages to be a
branch campus.

3.94

5/1

(o) The main campus administrator tends to
regard the branch campus as a political
advantage.

3.92

5/1

Statement
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Table 8—cont.

Average

Range (high/low
response)

(g) The main campus administrator keeps
branch campus needs in mind when
developing policies and procedures.

3.86

5/1

(s) Main campus faculty perceive branch
campus faculty and/or programs to be
academically inferior.

3.63

5/1

(b) The key to successful main
campus/branch campus administrator
relations is friendship, i.e., to like each
other as individuals.

3.53

5/1

(d) Turnover in administrative positions at
the main campus adversely affects relations
between branch and main campus
administrators.

3.35

5/1

(m) Main campus personnel (e.g., registrar,
bursar, and deans) support and respond to
the needs of the branch campus (rate your
general perception of other main campus
personnel).

3.22

5/1

(q) 1 must seek out information at the main
campus because I am not provided with
adequate information to remain informed
about main campus issues.

2.76

5/1

(c) Distance from the main campus erodes
the relationship between branch campus and
main campus administrators.

2.61

5/1

(e) My relationship with the main campus
administrator is strained because we compete
for the same fiscal resources.

1.94

5/1

(f) My relationship with the main campus
administrators is strained because we
compete for the same students.

1.78

5/1

Statement
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3.63), and "The key to successful main campus/branch campus administrator
relations is friendship, i.e., to like each other as individuals" (average 3.53).
The average scores of four statements reported by branch campus
administrators placed these statements in the not a concern category: "Turnover in
administrative positions at the main campus adversely affects relations between branch
and main campus administrators" (average 3.35), "Main campus personnel (e.g.,
registrar, bursar, and deans) support and respond to the needs of the branch campus"
(average 3.22), "I must seek out information at the main campus because I am not
provided with adequate information to remain informed about main campus issues"
(average 2.76), and "Distance from the main campus erodes the relationship between
branch campus and main campus administrators" (average 2.61).
The average scores of two statements reported by branch campus
administrators placed these statements in the disagree category: "My relationship
with the main campus administrator is strained because we compete for the same
fiscal resources" (average 1.94) and "My relationship with the main campus
administrator is strained because we compete for the same students" (average 1.78).
No statements from branch campus administrators were determined to have an
average score in the strongly disagree category.
The following section reports the qualitative follow-up responses from main
campus and branch campus administrators in regard to time and attention devoted to
branch campus issues. Qualitative data were received via telephone interview, e-mail
response, or survey letter from main campus and branch campus administrators.
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References to geographic locations, places, or other identifiers have been omitted as
anonymity was assured all respondents.
Branch Campus Administrator Follow-up
Responses about Survey Results
The qualitative data reported below are all statements received from branch
campus administrators after they had had an opportunity to review the survey results
(see Appendix E).
•

While I believe my main campus administrator is concerned and supportive
of this branch, I also believe his concerns are primarily political. He is in
a political arena and is more concerned about the image of the branches
than the substance of our academic programs. Relations are strained with
the main campus regarding students and money. Most [main campus]
faculty are not a participant in the process, but the department chairs tend
to see the branches as a drain on the funding and a competitor for the best
students. The branch campus emphasis on community needs is a divisive
issue, as program and suggestions from the community are not seen as
valid or important as suggestions from the academic community.

•

Just about what I would have predicted.

•

I would characterize their [mid-level staff] attitudes as ranging from blissful
ignorance at one end of the scale to malicious contempt at the other end of
the scale, and everything in between.•

•

I agree that more time spent with branch campus affairs would be
beneficial. I believe distance is related to relationship. The greater the
distance, the more difficult a physical presence becomes. Yes. [I agree
that there is a problem with mid-level managers at the main campus.] The
main campus CEO has more contact with the branch and consequently
more understanding and support; also the CEO understands political
ramifications more than mid-level managers.

•

I generally agree with the results of your survey.

•

Our campus is 60 miles from the main campus and I do not feel this is a
problem for us. Turnover in personnel has not had any adverse effect on
our campus.
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•

The results were very much what I had expected. Because the main
campus administrator has worked in this position, there is an excellent
understanding of the [branch campus] mission and purpose.

Main Campus Administrator Follow-up
Responses about Survey Results
The qualitative data reported below are all statements received from main
campus administrators after they had had an opportunity to review the survey results.
•

I disagree with those who think that the main campus and branch campuses
are in competition for resources. This is because there is a separate
formula for the funding of branch campus operation in [this state]. If there
is competition, it is at the state level among all 23 institutions of higher
education for capital outlay dollars. I want to add that the impact of
changing personnel of the branch campus is no different from the impact
on us at the main campus. It is a fact of life in a large, dynamic system
that personnel changes will occur and our degree of comfort will be
affected accordingly.

•

I agree with the [survey] data that are presented in the e-mail document. I
would like to have more time to spend with our branch campus dean. We
spend enough time to take care of the urgent. [We] probably don’t spend
enough time with planning and other important items. I also agree that
faculty view the branch campus as inferior to the main campus in all
respects. That attitude is not present in the thinking of most
administrators.

•

Seems reasonable from my point of view. I think the comment about
mid-level staff is probably true but somewhat exaggerated. I think most of
the difficulty comes from college deans.•

•

The above findings taken as a whole would accurately reflect both my view
of [my] relationship with the regional campus administrators and probably
their view of me and the main campus. It [main campus mid-level
managers] is a problem here mainly in regards to admissions and business
transactions—even though our regional campuses are budgetarily
independent. It’s another problem on which I am working and I don’t
think it will be that hard to solve. We don’t micro manage our regional::
in the sense of telling them where they can spend money etc. so long as
they operate within the confines of University and [state] Board of Regents
policies.
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•

I would say that, with all the things that you mentioned, these are probably
pretty accurate. A lot of the branch campuses had been two-year or
community colleges before. Eight years ago they were brought into a
regional structure. The perceptions and attitudes about the main campus
are pretty accurate. The branch campus administrators have a fair degree
of autonomy. The interaction that we have is sufficient. They are not that
concerned with personnel changes. Some of the more traditional faculty
members do look at the extended sites as being a different level and not the
same quality as the main campus. Faculty members at the branch campus
do not have the same preparation, fewer PHDs, not involved with research
at the same level, they follow more the community college mission even
though they are part of the university. I am not saying this is necessarily
right but that is the perception. I did not hear you say anything as being
out of whack with what we are experiencing.
It is absolutely correct—right on target [about main campus personnel
assuming responsibility over the branch campus on a function-bv-function
basis]. Just the other day one of our branch campus directors called up
and said that we are getting concerned that everyone on the main campus is
adding the word regional to their job title. They stated that we need to talk
about this. We have a regional person for human resources, we have
regional person for this and that, she said that these people think they are
in charge of the whole thing. It has been known as our regionalism creep.
People have a lot of autonomy—they get their own title worked up and their
own business cards and if you don’t watch them they become regional for
everything. It is really funny how this prevails and it irritates the branch
campus directors.

•

I concur with all the reported views. I would prefer to have more regular
contact with branch administrators. No [I do not perceive the majority of
the concerns related to the relationship to be main campus personnel other
than main campus administrator]. Many main campus personnel have
limited awareness, understanding, etc., of branch campuses. Most focus
on them only when branch campus needs, issues, etc. conflict with main
campus personnel needs.•

•

I agree with most of the survey items. I disagree that turnover at that main
campus adversely affects the relationship and that faculty at the main
campus perceive the branch campus to be academically inferior. In terms
of the senior level administrators, there is considerable support for the
branch campus mission and purpose. In terms of the mid-level people on
the main campus assuming authority over the branch campus. I don’t think
it is true in our situation. You may find one or two mid-level
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administrators that function in this way. It also may be true for the main
campus faculty but not true for the main campus administrators.
Research Question #2
2. What elements of the branch/main campus relationship contribute to
positive and negative relations between the two campuses?
The survey instrument asked the respondents to identify the elements or
activities which contribute to positive relations and then to identify the elements or
activities which contribute to negative relations. This section first presents branch
campus administrators’ perceptions of positive elements as reported from the returned
survey instrument, followed by branch campus administrators’ and main campus
administrators’ qualitative responses reported from the follow-up study instrument.
Positive Elements Derived from Survey
Thirty-eight branch campus survey respondents identified activities or elements
which contribute to positive main campus/branch campus relations. The list of
comments received from the respondents is provided below.
•

Honesty, integrity, open communication, being informed of issues and
concerns.

•

President’s willingness to share common concern of both main campus and
branch campus.

•

Staff development (all university convocation); Chancellor’s Council of
Deans and Directors, to meet face to face monthly; Faculty Senate support.

•

Informal early consultation on complex, controversial issues.

•

He is in charge of all branch campuses. We are his portfolio. He is a
senior V. P. He is an excellent advocate and communicator.•

•

Visits and periodic, open, honest meetings.
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•

Trust, mutual respect, and common vision.

•

Shared philosophy on higher education.

•

Communication, trust, active partnership role/relations.

•

Very supportive of branch campus when talks/works with regular campus
dean.

•

Forthright interchange.

•

Regular monthly meetings.

•

Separate state budget appropriations. Opportunity to represent campus on
state committees and etc.

•

Strong advocate within-the university for branch campus needs fosters
autonomy and self reliance.

•

Trust, honesty, and follow-through.

•

Easy interactiomand access.

•

Respect for each other.

•

Interaction.

•

Good “communication.

•

He respects my abilities, judgment, and continually hears about quality o f
programs from, industry employers.

•

We respect each other and have worked together for 12 years.

•

Frequent meetings and open discussions.

•

Trusting and respectful relationship. Shared support of institutional
mission and shared vision for future.

•

We always support the overall objectives of the university.

•

Minimum daily involvement.
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•

Trust, confidence, awareness of conditions affecting campus ability to
respond.

•

We are honest and supportive with each other. My supervisor handles
regional campuses almost exclusively so he has no loyalty or support
problems.

•

The addition of a new interactive multimedia conferencing facility has
greatly increased main campus/branch campus interactions by making
travel time (1 1/2 hours) disappear.

•

Advisement on unusual issues or infrequent activities, i.e., technical
support on developing bid specs for a telephone switch. The main campus
staff has been wonderful in sharing expertise.

•

Joint recruiting and placement of students. Shared information, shared
goals, shared memberships in organizations, joint attendance at
social-political and educational activities.

•

Good humor, trust, open communications.

•

He consults regional campus deans on important issues. He is available as
necessary.

•

Inclusion in Council of Deans. Twice monthly meetings over lunch.
Trust. Willingness and ability on the part of both to see both sides.•

•

She has taken the time to inform herself about our mission, circumstances,
needs, etc., and tries to work out solutions.

•

Caring attitude, communication, respect.

•

Regular meetings, e-mail updates, briefings/reports, etc.

•

Trust, familiarity.

•

An appreciation for the difference in mission.

Survey responses were summarized and shared with main campus and branch
campus administrators as a follow-up procedure. The responses provided below are
divided into two sections. The first section reflects the responses from branch
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campus administrators, and the second section reflects the responses from the main
campus administrators. Because respondents were assured anonymity, references to
individuals, places, and geographic locations have been omitted.
Branch Campus Administrator Follow-up
Responses about Positive Elements
The following statements were received from branch campus administrators via
telephone interview, e-mail response, or survey letter after they had reviewed a
summary of the survey results.
•

I would add that the main campus administrator must share all information
affecting the operation of the campus with the branch administrator,
political as well as academic. I do not support regular visits, unless they
are for a specific purpose.

•

Yes, I agree.

•

[I] strongly agree. Support for the quality of instruction at the branch
campus [would also be a positive element].

•

I’m in agreement!

•

Yes. I absolutely agree.

•

I think the joint development of mission and vision is the most important
element.

•

Yes, I agree. No, I do not have any to add.

Main Campus Administrator Follow-up
Responses about Positive Elements
The following statements were received from main campus administrators via
telephone interview, e-mail response, or survey letter after they had reviewed a
summary of the survey results.
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•

I agree with the elements that contribute to a positive relationship. I
believe the most important items have been identified.

•

I agree. I also think more local decision making is useful.

•

I agree with the elements/faetors listed regarding the establishment of a
positive relationship and would add only that the relationship is further
strengthened by having branch campus faculty serve as elected
representatives on the main campus faculty senate.

•

Not much to argue with here. I think regular communication is more
important than regular visits; however, occasional visits are obviously
needed.

°

Yes. Confidence in the administrator’s ability; flexibility and willingness
to consider alternative points of view are also positive elements,

•

Yes, I agree with these elements. I think not only with the branch campus
administrator are these elements appropriate, but I would put i. in plural,
with the main campus administration.

•

Yes, I don’t have any problem with that. We only have five campuses.
The closest one is 125 miles and; the furthest one is 180 miles. 1 probably
spend most of my time on the road. I have responsibilities other than the
regional campuses but regional campuses are my primary responsibility ,

Negative. Elements Derived from Survey
Thirty-one branch campus surv ey respondents identified activities or elements
which contribute to negative main campus/branch campus relations. The list of
comments received from respondents is provided below.
•

Not being kept informed; not being asked to provide input and to
participate in decision making.•

•

Inability of main campus faculty to recognize the contributions of the 2
year campus faculty to the University system.

•

Distance. i,e., lack of face to face meetings,

•

Other institutions being closer, more prominently connected with central
administrative groups.
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•

None, but the attitude of deans is negative. Also, some faculty. We need
incentives for cooperation.

•

Every mid-level staff member on the main campus assumes authority over
my campus, on a function-by-function basis, especially a problem in
business services. We spend hours of staff time negotiating our way
through layers of staff who review all transactions. The loss of time,
dollars, and opportunity is very severe and stern from divergent missions of
main campus and local campus, as well as turf problems.

•

Ability to receive adequate response from main campus departments.

•

Lack of understanding by VPs, Deans, and faculty of mission/purposes of
branch/community college. Turnover in personnel at both branch and main
campus. Articulation of curriculum.

•

He insists on all communications to go through 'him/his office. We are not
allowed to interact with main campus colleagues without his OK.

f • Because of a distance of 150 miles there is a lack of time to meet.
•

Direct budgetary charge imposed on regional campus by main campus.

•

Needs, to foster stronger positive relationship with; Deans; and Provost.
Please note that my relationship with the main campus administrator is not;
the-same as our campus relationship witththe main, campus. There rare
other-key. players and policy issues‘beyond'our control! Yomfieed to look
at missions! Branches, at least in our state, have a community college
mission. This is not understood by main-Campus personnel, administration,
or even regents. My relationship with my main campus adm inistrators
very good. However1,there are a number of key issues that needtoi be
addressed and; resolved and even together we have a hard time solving
thorn. The onertess concept seems vague.

•

Not always included;. Afterthought.

•

Rules, bureaucracy, inequity between main campus and branches.

•

Occasionally, I am left out of significant issues-no input.

•

Lack of recognition by main campus that branch campuses are educational
assets and willingness to allow additional degree programs to be offered at
the branch campus. Micromanagement.
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•

The main campus administrator is very busy and wears several hats.

•

Lack of access to supervisor.

•

None with the main campus administrator; it’s some of the main campus
faculty that create problems.

•

Lack of aggressive and progressive support for future needs.

•

The problem is with the academic side of the house.

•

Out of sight, out of mind. We tend to get ignored because we’re not as
visible on as frequent a basis as main campus counterparts.

•

Competition for resources. Faculty perceptions about lack of quality in
courses and programs. Competition for students. Not being concerned
about meeting student needs related to transfer.

•

Sometimes they forget where we are.

•

Heavy schedules, i.e., time. Outside political pressure at times can make
it hard for both but communications and mutual trust and support offset
this.

•

Distance (75 miles).

•

He’s not part of day-to-day regional campus activit»;s.

•

Occasional information glitches.

•

Management style contrast.

•

Inadequate consideration of branch campus needs by system officers.

Survey responses were summarized and shared with main campus and branch
campus administrators as a follow-up procedure

The responses provided below are

divided into two sections. The first section reflects the responses from branch
campus administrators, and the second section reflects the responses from the main
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campus administrators. Because respondents were assured anonymity, references to
individuals, places, and geographic locations have been omitted.
Branch Campus Administrator Follow-up
Responses about Negative Elements
The following statements were received from branch campus administrators via
telephone interview, e-mail response, or survey letter after they had reviewed a
summary of the survey results.
•

Where our problems occur with the main campus is not with the people ve
report directly to but it is to the collateral areas particularly with the fiscal
office. They are trying to revise the fiscal policies of the university and
they have removed a lot of our fiscal autonomy to the extent that to even
get postage money once per month we have to send for a check request.
They are slowing down the process. It is the areas beyond the main
campus administrator where we have problems. It is the third level
bureaucrats in between that cause the problem, i.e., getting through the
main campus morass that causes us problems. Once we get away from our
normal chain of command is where we have problems working with the
main campus. It even gets back to main campus faculty. It’s sort of a
snobbery thing. They lack an understanding of the branch campus mission.
My associate provost for instruction works with the associate dean of the
college who we report to. This has worked well. When we get to the
second and third level administrative function they decide to control and
that is where we have problems. Maybe it is human nature. It is
particularly true when a new group comes in and we have to interact and
establish parameters in which we can work. This is repeated with turnover
and they have more turnover than we do. We have to do this on an
individual by individual basis.

•

These are the essential elements; I have none to add.

•

Yes, I agree. I don’t have any to add, but I would suggest modifying item
#3 to read "lack of [sufficient or adequate] face to face meetings."

•

[I] strongly agree, with emphasis on the lack of support from mid-level
administrative personnel being a major negative.•

•

Our main problem is distance from the main campus--1200 miles.
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•

I agree with these elements. I have nothing to add.

•

Yes. I agree.

Main Campus Administrator Follow-up
Responses about Negative Elements
The following statements were received from main campus administrators via
telephone interview, e-mail response, or survey letter after they had reviewed a
summary of the survey results.
•

I also agree with the elements which contribute to negative relationships.
The branch campus has a business office, registrar’s office, financial aid
office, and an assessment office. Main campus personnel have final
authority over the branch campus people in their areas. In most cases, the
working relationships are good and little tension exists. The main area of
concern is the high school relations office. The branch campus feels that
they are not adequately represented on the high school recruiting trail.

•

These seem reasonable. I also think sharing information about the other
campuses helps them [branch campus administrators] to get a better
perspective and appreciation for the central administrator.

•

That is a pretty good list. I would add to that lack of consensus regarding
expectations for regional campus faculty in regards to tenure and
promotion. This is a chronic problem here where the main campus has a
strong and growing research orientation compared to the regional
campuses. It’s a problem on which I am working.

•

Yes. [These elements contribute to a negative relationship.] To avoid
difficulties, the key to me is to have regular (face to face and
technologically facilitated) meetings and discussions. This is something I
need to work harder at in my relationship with my two branch
administrators.

•

The lack of support from main campus faculty—I don’t know if it is a lack
of support but indifference.

® I don’t think that "not being kept informed" is a problem for us.
Regarding lack of face-to-face meetings, I disagree with this being a
problem for us. If anything, regional campuses here would complain that
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we meet too much. In terms of the main campus faculty, I would agree
with that. It is really an insensitivity on the part of main campus faculty,
particularly on tits part of department chairs, to what regional campuses are
about. Communications are a two-way street. We have 68 department
chairs and I have a fair amount of interaction with them. The main
campus people complain about the regional campus people; conversely, the
regional campus people complain about the main campus people. One of
the things we try to do is set up luncheons and meetings to get together.
At the same time, when these meetings are set up, the regional campus
people are worse than the deans in terms of coming in. What they will say
is that the meetings are set up at the wrong time. There is a certain
amount of legitimacy to it. It is a hot issue. If they can’t teach a course
they want to teach, then they will be in. What my point is is that there
should be more communication on a regular basis, whether or not there is
a hot issue or not. While the main campus is responsible to some degree
for communications, our regional campuses are equally responsible to
maintain open communications.
•

Those elements listed as contributing to a negative relationship are present
but on a much smaller scale, i.e., there are times when I do not gather
sufficient input from the branches but those times are usually rare,
unintentional, and never related to deliberate oversight or neglect. I
usually either forget to make the contact or am inclined to minimize the
impact of a proposed change. Regarding relationships with other main
campus administrators, my experience leads me to conclude that some do
misunderstand the degree of autonomy needed by the branch campus. If
problems are occurring in this arena, I would intervene and have done so
many times for the mutual benefit of both campuses.

Research Question #3
3. What are the elements to be included in a model branch/main campus
relationship?
Branch campus administrators were asked to respond to statements related to a
model relationship between branch campus and main campus. The Likert Scale was
5=strongly agree, 4=agree, 3=not a concern, 2=disagree, and l=strongly disagree.
Table 9 reports the average score for each statement from the highest level of
agreement to the lowest.
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Table S
The Elements of a Model Branch/Main Campus Relationship

Statement

Average

Range (high/low
response)

(t2) adequate time to interact

4.26

5/3

(tl) friendship

3.92

5/1

(t7) a "oneness" in terms of policies
and procedures

3.65

5/1

(t6) a "oneness" in terms of
curriculum

3.57

5/1

(t4) shared faculty

3.18

5/1

(t5) a "oneness" in terms of faculty
governance

3.04

5/1

(t3) a distance of 25 to 50 miles

2.67

5/1

There were no average scores of statements reported by branch campus
administrators that placed a statement in the strongly agree category.
The average scores of four statements reported by branch campus
administrators placed these statements in the agree category: (t2) adequate time to
interact (average 4.26), (tl) friendship (average 3.92), (t7) a ’oneness" in terms of
policies and procedures (average 3.65), and (t6) a "oneness” in terms of curriculum
(average 3.57).
The average scores of three statements reported by branch campus
administrators placed these statements in the not a concern category: (t4) shared
faculty (average 3.18), (t5) a "oneness" in terms of faculty governance (average
3.04), and (t3) a distance of 25 to 50 miles (average 2.67).
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Branch campus administrators had the opportunity to write in elements which

administrator and the main campus administrator. Each statement is separated by a
bullet (•) and reflects one individual’s response; therefore, duplications may exist.
•

A "oneness" in auxiliary services, e.g., computer use, housing, counseling.

•

Commitment to common goals.

•

Goals mutually agreed.

•

Authority to branch dean.

•

Professional respect.

•

Independent funding for main campus.

•

Resources shared equitably.

•

Mutual respect: of capabilities.

•

Professional respect.

•

Appropriate (reward structure.

•

Professional respect.

•

Trust,
e-mail.

•

Mutual respect for each other’s missions,

•

Commitment to branch campus mission.

•

Shared decision-making criteria.

•

Shared curricular responsibility.

•

Higher value for the missions of the campus.
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•

Political strategies planned.

•

Accurate information both ways.

•

Greater local autonomy.

•

Shared expertise (support each other's solving problems).

•

Respect of each campus’ mission.

•

Shared responsibilities and assignments.

Survey responses were summarized and shared with main campus and branch
campus administrators as a follow-up procedure. The responses provided below are
divided into two sections. The first section reflects the responses from branch
campus administrators, and the second section reflects the responses from the main
campus administrators. Because respondents were assured anonymity, references to
individuals, places, and geographic locations have been omitted.
Branch Campus Administrator Follow-up
Responses about a Model Relationship
The following statements were received from branch campus administrators via
telephone interview, e-mail response, or survey letter after they had reviewed a
summary of the survey results.
•

The model relationship elements identified are true to a certain respect. A
"oneness" in curriculum, when you talk about transfer curriculum, applies
but occupational related curriculums do not fit. You have to clarify
transfer and nori-transfer curriculum. We do have to compete against the
main campus in capital outlay money from the state. If the budget gets
real tight, we have to work to avoid this competition. One of the biggest
advantages we have is the lack of transfer hassle for students. Our students
really do not go through a transfer. Our students are pre-approved. We
resolved the issue by keeping all the same numbering on all the university
parallel courses. We keep the same course numbering system with the
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same basic course. This has been done between the main campus and all
branches by working through the deans. If they make any changes, they
submit them to us for approval as well as their own people. It has been a
long time in working this out. If we object, sometimes the course does not
get changed until we have time to see that change can fit into our programs
as well. Any changes in one and two hundred level courses are submitted
here and any changes we wish to make, we have to submit there. This is a
"oneness" in terms of curriculum. We used to hold faculty meetings with
the main campus. All the branches would meet once per year, or once per
every other year, with the faculty on the main campus. That has fallen
apart, but we are trying to put that back together. That was a valuable
experience because our faculty got to work more closely with the faculty
on the main campus. Our division heads don’t come through me (unless
there is a problem); they work directly with people on the main campus.
All they do is write me up a summary.
•

It is hard to comment on the elements you have listed; they would be true
for almost every kind of organization relationship. I agree with them all
but suggest the following analysis: The unique organizational element of
the branch campus which I administer is the distribution of authority. I
have almost no influence on the curriculum and have little on the budget. I
do evaluate faculty, but the department and college dean have superseding
votes. The main campus registrar can change my registration process
without our agreement and the career placement office ignores us. I ’m
beginning to think the branch administrator in our system is probably more
akin to a hospital administrator than an academic administrator, or perhaps
an assistant to the vice-provost for regional campuses. All of our authority
is derived from his and most of it is organizational in nature as opposed to
professional.

•

I agree with each of the above elements as characteristic c a "model
relationship."•

•

Another important element includes advocacy for the branch campus with
main campus faculty arid support staff.

•

These items are certainly needed for a positive working relationship.

•

"Oneness" in terms of curriculum is the most important element in a model
relationship. The other elements are also important and contribute to a
model relationship.
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•

I believe that mutual, professional respect and trust; open and honest
communications; and understanding of the branch campus mission to be the
most important elements of a model relationship.

Mam Campus Administrator Follow-up Responses
about a Model Relationship
The following statements were received from main campus administrators via
telephone interview, e-mail response, or survey letter after they had reviewed a
summary of the survey results.
•

The proposed elements of a "model" relationship are difficult to assess by
degree of importance. I agree with the need for trust, respect, and
openness as essential to the relationship; I would assess frequency of
interaction and understanding of mission as important. But the factor I feel
of critical importance and the sine qua non of the issue is tolerance of
differences and flexibility in the application of policies and procedures of a
large research university to a branch community college. Main campus
policies, schedules, tuition and fees, etc., are not always appropriate and
must differ. Curriculum will differ especially in the areas of technical,
vocational, developmental, and community education. So, rather than
oneness of these factors, I would say that the ability to adapt standard
policies, procedures, and curriculum should be present to strengthen rather
than to impede the branches in their response to local need.

•

I agree with the model relationship. General Statement: the [main
campus] and [the junior college] were merged by the [state] legislature in
1987. The [junior] college was in weak financial condition when the
merger occurred. Since 1987, academic programs and physical facilities
have improved significantly. As quality improved and main campus
faculty/staff gained a better understanding of the branch campus and their
mission, the esteem level and reputation of the branch campus improved.
Although there is some work to be done, [the branch campus administrator]
and I are pleased with the relationships and progress.•

•

I think an annual review is most helpful, especially when it is designed to
be a professional development experience. I also think involving campus
administrators in university wide teams is useful to them and to die
university.
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•

"Friendship" is great and helpful, but not essential. "Oneness" in terms of
curriculum, if I understand your meaning, also isn’t essential because
curricula can and should vary. The key, again, is to make sure you recruit
someone you respect and have confidence in. If this is achieved, "vision"
will be similar, and the campus administration will be comfortable giving
the branch administration maximum flexibility and autonomy. With the
latter, the branch administrator will be able to succeed and be comfortable
working regularly with campus administration.

•

I certainly would agree with those [elements in a model relationship]. It is
the same type of model relationship you would like to have with whatever
your administrative structure might be. That is the ideal of the whole, a
oneness in terms of the purpose and mission of the branch campus and the
institution as a whole. Openness and trust is absolutely essential. I can’t
think of anything else to include. I can’t disagree with any part of it. The
one area that is open to interpretation is the broad statement of friendship.
That one is obviously one to draw a line on in terms of where does the
friendship end and professional relationship begin. As in any
administrative relationship, you have to be very sensitive because
friendship can make things very difficult when you have to evaluate or
when you have to deny a salary increase.

•

In our system these [model] elements would be generally true. We have a
common curriculum. One thing that we have, which I think some of the
others may lack, is an independent budgetary process. We have a separate
line item appropriations for each branch campus. I think it is inferred in
your research that there is a pecking order in the university and that the
branch campuses tend to be down the line.•

•

I agree with elements of the model relationship. I don’t have anything to
add to this list. The "oneness" in terms of policies and procedures would
be an ideal element. A "oneness" in terms of curriculum is a model
element. We have that so I am very supportive of the curriculum issue.
We have 40% upper division and graduate level programs at the regional
campuses. On the undergraduate level, many people at the regional
campus think that our mission should be just lower division—which it was
originally. Because of our mix of graduate and undergraduate, department
chairs become more closely involved in regional campuses which increases
the amount of coordination which must take place.

The data reported answer the research questions posed by this study. The
quantitative data were summarized and shared with branch and main campus

75

administrators in order to gather qualitative data. The qualitative statements received
from branch and main campus administrators further clarified the inter-campus
relationship that exists between branch and main campus administrators.
The following chapter presents a discussion, conclusions, limitations, and
recommendations based on the findings of this study. The chapter also includes
recommendations for branch campus and main campus administrators and
recommendations for further study.

CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS,
LIMITATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The purpose of this study was to compare perceptions of branch campus
administrators with perceptions of their main campus administrators regarding the
quantity and quality of their communication and interaction. The second purpose was
to identity the elements which contribute to a positive or a negative relationship
between branch and main campus administrators. This study was conducted through
the development of a survey instrument combined with follow-up discussions with
main campus and branch campus administrators. The specific research questions
answered were the following:
1. What are the perceptions of branch campus administrators and main
campus administrators of the time and attention devoted by main campus
administrators to branch campus issues?
2. What elements of the branch/main campus relationship contribute to
positive and negative relations between the two campuses?
3. What are the elements to be included in a model branch/main campus
relationship?
In an earlier study, Morgan (1989) stated, "In short, the respondents seemed
to be soldiers marching dutifully and for the most part happily to the beat of a distant
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drummer" (p. VI). The results of this study are also summarized by this statement.
The branch campus administrators have positive relationships with their main campus
administrators. Nearly all administrators (both branch and main campus) appear to be
willing and capable to solve problems and address issues, especially if the issue can
be resolved between these two individuals. Friendship exists between branch and
main campus administrators; however, it appears that neither administrator has lost
the perspective that friendship has limitations in a professional relationship.
In addition to clarifying the relationship between branch campus administrators
and their main campus administrator, this study has increased the knowledge about the
relationship between branch campus administrators and other main campus mid-level
administrators. It appears that some individuals at the main campus, other than the
main campus administrator, have exercised non-authorized supervision over some
functions at the branch campus in some instances. The apparent irritation which this
activity causes among branch campus administrators is cause for concern and
resolution. In addition, the study revealed that main campus faculty are indifferent (at
best) and even contemptuous regarding the branch campus. Branch and main campus
administrators are concerned about main campus faculty ’s perceptions of branch
campuses.
The study further verified the assertion by the Council of Two-Year Colleges
of Four-Year Institutions that branch (or regional) campuses have a unique structure
and face unique problems—an assertion which justified the creation of this Council
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within the A ACC. The results of this study should assist the Council in planning
strategies, conferences, or other activities which further its mission.
This chapter is divided into four sections. The first section discusses the
findings in relation to the review of literature, the second section presents conclusions
based on the findings of the study, the third section presents limitations of the study,
and the fourth section presents recommendations for branch campus and main campus
administrators as well as recommendations for further study about the relationship
between branch and main campus administrators.
Discussion
The concept of extension includes the perception of distance education where
the decisions are made at the main campus site by college deans and department
chairs who want to extend their program to a distant location. The review of
literature about extension education reveals that branch campuses evolved from
extension services and the public demand for greater access to higher education. As
extension centers became more stable with permanent facilities and long-term
personnel (e.g., administration, faculty, and staff), branch campuses evolved. The
permanent existence of these sites has established their educational contribution to
higher education; however, it may still be true that "their image is not clear either to
the supporting institution or to their students" (Blocker et al., 1965, p. 43).
The origins of community colleges are centered in the populist and elitist
points of view of the late 1800s. Both points of view appear to have been successful.
From the populist point of view, higher education was to be delivered to the masses
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by the establishment of two-year (freshman and sophomore level) institutions. That
goal for two-year colleges has been reached. From the elitist point of view, research
institutions were to be freed from delivering general education to the masses in order
to focus on research. The number of students attending two-year colleges prior to
transferring to four-year institutions indicates that that goal may also have been
reached, at least in some cases. So successful have been these initiatives for the
community college that over 90% of the population is within driving distance of a
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community college, and over 50% of the total freshman population attends a
community college (American Association of Community Colleges, 1995). Of
course nearly all research institutions have freshman and sophomore levels;
therefore, the elitist point of view was not successful in keeping students out,
probably for very logical fiscal reasons. However, both the populist and elitist points
of view were vitally important to the growth and success of community colleges.
Branch campuses view themselves as community colleges (Dunlap, 1989;
Eells, 1931) which serve local higher education needs (a populist point of view). The
main campus views the branch campus as serving the needs of the research institution
(an elitist-point of view). Given these opposing points of view, it is not surprising
that confusion exists concerning the mission of community colleges, in particular
branch campuses.
This research has confirmed that a unique relationship exists between the
branch campus and the main campus as was perceived by Morgan (1989) and others
who advocated the establishment of the Council of Two-Year Colleges of Four-Year

w
m
•V

i

80

Institutions. This research also confirms the importance of that relationship as the
single greatest issue of concern between the two campuses.
Conclusions
The conclusions in this chapter were based upon the analysis of data presented
in this study. The conclusions provide a synthesis of all the information presented in
Chapter IV.
1. Branch campus administrators are generally satisfied with the amount of
time and attention the main campus administrators devote to branch campus issues.
Main campus administrators concurred with the branch campus administrators’
perspective that frequent interaction among administrators alleviates
misunderstandings and enhances communication with other main campus
administrators and faculty.
2. Main campus and branch campus administrators mutually agree that
respect for and trust in each other, frequent interaction, local decision making,
separate budget appropriations, and shared support for the branch campus mission
contribute to a positive relationship between the two campuses.
3. Branch campus administrators generally agreed that not being kept
informed and not being asked to provide input or to participate in decision making
contribute to negative relations. Main campus administrators agree that these
problems exist; however, some main campus administrators reported that branch
campus administrators have opportunities to receive information and/or to contribute
to decision making.

4. Branch campus and main campus administrators agreed that adequate time
to interact, common but flexible policies and procedures, a common transfer
curriculum, and mutual trust are elements of a model relationship. From
administrators’ comments, the term "common" was used to reflect participant’s
perception of the "oneness" concept. An added element of a model relationship is
main campus administrator advocacy for branch campus issues.
5. Main campus administrators agreed that they may have multiple duties at
the: main campus but do not believe that multiple duties interfere with their duty to
assist the branch campuses in carrying out their mission.
6. Most administrators preferred to use e-mail to provide follow-up
information for this study, and a few branch campus administrators identified'email
as a;positive element which contributes to positive relations between the-branch
campus and the main campus.
7. Both branch campus and main campus administrators generally agreed that
other mid-level administrators at the m ain campus lack an understanding and
commitment to serve the branch campus. They agreed that problems do arise when
activities or functions include individuals at the main campus other than the main
campus administrator.
8. Most branch and main campus administrators agreed that the attitudes-of
main; campus faculty range from indifferent to negative regarding the quality of
education at the branch campuses .
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9. The quantitative data reported that branch campus administrators agreed
that friendship is an element of a model relationship; however, main campus
administrators responded that friendship has its limits in a professional relationship
and cautioned against over emphasizing friendship in the branch/main campus
relationship.
10. Turnover in personnel is a slight concern at both main campuses and
branch campuses. However, the main campus administrators view turnover as a
routine occurrence, and the branch campus administrators view turnover as an
annoyance or a hinderance to their ability to function.
11. Main campus and branch campus administrators agreed that competition
for resources and students are not issues which strain the relationship between the two
campuses.
12. Both main and branch campus administrators preferred the term "regional
campus" to "branch campus."
13. Branch campus administrators view their mission as similar to that of
comprehensive community colleges.
Limitations
The conclusions in this study are subject to the following limitations:
1.

A directory does not exist for two-year branch campuses of four-year

institutions. The lack of a directory for these institutions hinders the opportunities to
study these institutions. Because lists of potential participants are not available, this
study may not have included all branch campuses.
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2. The term "branch campus" has many meanings, resulting in confusion.
For example, one branch campus administrator returned the survey instrument, stating
that the survey did not apply to his campus; another administrator of a branch campus
of the same institution returned a completed survey instrument.
3. The qualitative follow-up study was limited because all respondents did
not select a telephone interview. Telephone interviews, though more difficult to
arrange and complete, provided greater opportunity for respondents to share examples
and reasons for their opinions as compared to e-mail and survey letters which
provided opportunities for respondents to give more short answers.
4. The "oneness" concept did not convey uniformity or commonality and was
not readily interpreted by some respondents.
5. This study was further limited by the small number (n= 7) of main campus
administrators who participated in the study. The small number of respondents was
due to the lack of a directory listing for main campus administrators and due to the
limited number of main campus administrators who were volunteered by their branch
campus administrators to participate in the iollow-up study.
Recommendations
The recommendations for higher education are divided into two sections. The
first section presents recommendations for the use of the data in this study, and the
second section presents recommendations for further study.

Recommendations for the Use
of the Data in the Study
1. Branch campus and main campus administrators should utilize the data in
this study to examine current practices related to branch and main campus
administrator relations and to compare these practices to their own situations.
Throughout the follow-up study (i.e., during conversations with both branch campus
and main campus administrators:)., the interviewees stated that it was helpful to learn
about other administrators experiencing similar situations.
2. Branch campus administrators should strategically plan to address the
branch campus faculty relationship issue with their main campus colleagues. The
negative perception (or indifference) of main campus faculty toward the branch
campus is a factor which contributes to strained relationships between the two
campuses.
3. Branch campus administrators should reassess their satisfaction with?the
amount of time they interact with main campus personnel other than their main
campus administrator. The branch campus survey respondents reported a 96%
satisfaction rate with the amount of time they spend interacting with main campus
personnel other than their main campus administrator; however, the follow-up study
reported dissatisfaction with their relationship with mid-level administrators on the
main campus.
4. Higher education officials who employ main campus and branch campus
administrators should understand the underlying issues of branch campus/main campus
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relationships and select administrators who are capable of interacting with distant
communities, main campus faculty, and branch campus mission.
5. The Council of Two-Year Colleges of Four-Year Institutions should utilize
these data in planning activities and for informing members and non-members about
the unique issues facing two-year colleges of four-year institutions.
6. The Council of Two-Year Colleges of Four-Year Institutions should
include main campus administrators in discussions concerning the relationship between
branch campuses and main campuses during the AACC annual convention.
7. The American Association of Community Colleges, through action from
the Council of Two-Year Colleges of Four-Year Institutions, should adopt definitions
for branch campuses, regional campuses, and extension centers.
8. Branch campus curricula include graduate level programs, baccalaureate
degree programs, associate degrees, diplomas, and certificates through coordinated
efforts: with university departments and as part of their historical mission. The
breadth-of the curricula offered by the branch campus has added complexity to the
role of the branch campus administrator by demanding more interaction with main
campus personnel (e.g., department deans). The increased complexity of the branch
campus-administrator’s role may also increase the complexity of the main campus
administrator’s position, who are often administrators with multiple duties. It is
recommended that branch and main campus administrators place more emphasis on
maintaining a professional relationship due to the complexity of the curricula and
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increased role of the branch and main campus administrators to deliver a broad
curricula.
Recommendations for Further Study
1. Researchers should continue to examine the relationship between branch
campuses and main campuses on a regional or state level. A more localized study
would be beneficial to administrators.
2. Further research should include the governance structure of the
institutions. A greater understanding of the governance structure would provide a
greater understanding of the interaction of the main campus administrator with other
main campus mid-level administrators.
3. Further research should be conducted to determine the governance
structure which would best meet the needs of both branch campus and main campus
personnel and students.
4. Further research should be conducted to identify main campus
administrators. A directory for these individuals does not exist.
5. Further research should be conducted on the main campus to determine
the perceptions of mid-level administrators toward branch campus/main campus
relations and propose solutions to problems identified and propose communication
avenues to ensure problem resolution.
6. Further research should be conducted on the main campus to determine
the perceptions of faculty toward branch campus/main campus relations and propose
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solutions to problems identified and propose communication avenues to ensure
problem resolution.
7.

The flexibility which branch campuses have to provide traditional

community college curricula plus the flexibility which they have to deliver graduate
and baccalaureate degree programs from the main campus is challenging traditional
perceptions about what a college is and may challenge us to define what a collegers
in the future. Further research should be conducted to determine the extent of upper
division curricula delivered by branch campuses and the impact that this curricula has
had on-the community served.
Higher education administrators need to understand that the relationship
between a branch campus and the main campus cannot be taken for granted (i.e.,
assumed to be positive without the commitment of time and effort to develop a
positive relationship). The branch campus is representative of the main campus in a
distant location and interacts with the community as well as with the main campus on
a daily basis. The image and reputation of the branch campus within the community
reflects upon the credibility of the main campus. The focal point of this interaction
rests with the branch campus administrator. Essential t >the branch campus
administrator’s success is a supportive main campus administrator who is committed
to serving the needs of both institutions. This study has contributed to the limited
literature regarding inter-campus relationships between main campus and branch
campus* administrators and has contributed to improving higher education services by
clarifying the relationship which exists between these two institutions.
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PANEL OF EXPERTS
SURVEY VALIDATING INSTRUM ENT ANSW ER SHEET
INSTRUCTIONS: The purpose of thi- validation activity is to assist the researcher in
establishing the content validity of the survey instrument to be used in this research
study. Content validity is the degree to which this survey measures an intended content
area, (analyzing the relationship between the main campus supervisor and the branch
campus administrator).
Please read each item of the attached survey and indicate your expert opinion on whether
or not the item is clearly stated and attempts to measure its intended purpose
(there is no need to complete the survey itself;. Please indicate your answer by circling
YES Or NO after each question number. If you indicate a NO response, please-put in
your suggested or recommended revision in the space provided or. on- the survey
instrument. When you have completed the validation process, please sign, date, and
return all materials in the envelope provided. Please call Deart Ilermanson at
701-662-1506 if you have any questions.

Question Is the factor
number: clearly stated?

1.

YES

NO

2,

YES

NO

3.

YES

NO

4.

YES

NO

5.

YES

NO

Ifrho, indicate revision

__________ ,

________ ___

'-i'J
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6.

YES

NO

7.

YES

NO

8.

YES

NO

Additional comments or suggestions regarding this survey instrument are encouraged:

Signature:

Date:
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Dear
In 1993 I surveyed two-year branch campuses of four-year institutions to profile these
institutions and to determine the critical issues as perceived by branch campus CEOs.
The findings of this survey indicated that the relationship between the branch campus and
main campus was the foremost concern. The attached survey instrument has been
reviewed by select branch campus CEOs and will provide valuable information about this
relationship.
The survey will be used to complete a dissertation entitled Inter-Campus Relations as
Perceived by Branch Campus and Main Campus Administrators in partial fulfillment of
the doctorate degree in educational administration. The survey instrument will take about
15 minutes to complete. In addition, please consider volunteering the name of your
supervisor at the main or parent campus. A directory of these individuals does not exist,
and the dissertation will not be complete without their participation.
A return envelope is provided for your convenience. It should be noted that there are
only 111 two-year branch campuses of four-year institutions in the United States. Your
participation is critical given the small number of institutions in the survey pool. A
second survey instrument will be mailed on May 15. 1995 to those who do not respond
by that time.
Your participation in this survey is entirely voluntary and your decision to participate or
not participate will not harm your relationship with the University of North Dakota in
any way. Data will be tabulated and grouped, assuring anonymity and confidentiality in
your response.
If you have a question about this survey, you may cail me at 701-662-1506 or my
advisor, Dr. Jean Thomas, at 701-777-2394.
Thank you for your support.

Sincerely,

Dean Hermanson
Doctoral Student
UND Educational Administration
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SURVEY INSTRUMENT

BRANCH CAMPUS ADMINISTRATOR PERCEPTIONS OF
BRANCH CAMPUS/MAIN CAMPUS RELATIONS
Please cheek one statement that most accurately describes your branch campus:
_____ This branch campus offers degrees/prograins not offered at the main campus.
_____ This branch campus offers only degrees/programs which are offered at the main campus.

1.

How much time do you perceive you spend interacting with the main campus administrator in a
typical week?
__less than 1 hour/wk
__1 to 3 hours/wk
_ 4 to 6 hours/wk
__7 to 9 to hours/wk
__more than 10 hours/wk
a) Do you to believe this to be an adequate amount o f time?
YES
b) How much time do you perceive to be an adequate amount o f tim e?___________

2.

How much time do you estimate your main campus administrator dedicates to branch campus
issues per week?
__less than 1 hour/wk
_ 1 to 3 hours/wk
__4 to 6 hours/wk
__7 to 9 hours/wk
__ more than 10 hours/wk
a) D o ybu to believe this to be an adequate amount o f time?
YES
b) How much time do you perceive to be an adequate amount o f tim e?___________

3.

NO

How many visits does your main campus administrator make to the. branch campus in a typical
year?
__no visits in a typical year
_ 1 to 3 days per year
__4 to 6 days per year
__7 to 9 days per year
_ more than 10 days per year
a) Do you to believe this to be an adequate number o f visits?

4.

NO

YES

N©

How many days do you want your main campus administrator to spend on the branch campus per
year?
_ visits are not necessary
_ 1 to 3 days per year
__4 to 6 days per year
_ 7 to 9 days per year
_ more than 10 days per year

A:Uf
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5.______ How much time in a typical week do you interact with main campus personnel other than your
main campus administrator (e.g., the registrar, bursar, college deans, and department chairs)?
less than 1 hour/wk
__1 to 3 hours/week
__4 to 6 hours/wk
__7 to 9 hours/wk
__more than 10 hours/wk
a) Do you believe this to be an adequate amount o f time?
YES
b) How much time do you perceive to be an adequate amount o f tim e?___________

6.

NO

Please indicate your response to the following statements.
5: strongly agree , 4: agree, 3: not a concern, 2: disagree, 1: strongly disagree.
a) My relationship with my main campus administrator is a positive relationship.

5 4 3 2 1

b) The key to successful main campus/branch campus administrator relations
is friendship, i.e ., to like each other as individuals ..............................................

5 4 3 2 1

c) Distance from the main campus erodes the relationship between
branch campus and main campus administrators.......................................................

5 4 3 2 1

d) Turnover in administrative positions at the main campus adversely
affects relations between branch and main campus administrators......................

5 4 3 2 1

e) My relationship with the main campus administrator is strained because we
compete for the same fiscal resources ......................................................................

5 4 3

2 1

0 My relationship with the main campus administrator is strained because we
compete for the same stu d e n ts.....................................................................................

5 4 3

2 1

g) The main campus administrator keeps branch campus needs in mind when
developing policies and procedures ............................................................................

5 4 3

2 1

h) The main campus administrator is committed to the success of
the branch campus ...........................................................................................................

5 4 3

2 1

i) The main campus administrator trusts my administration
o f the branch campus and allows as much autonomy as p o s s ib le .....................

5 4 3 2

j) The main campus administrator trusts my leadership
o f the branch campus and allows as much autonomy as p o s s ib le .....................

5 4 3 2 1

k) When planning political strategy, the main campus administrator includes
the needs o f the branch campus ..................................................................................

5 4 3

2 1

l) The main campus administrator responds willingly to branch campus needs . .

5 4 3

2 1

1

4

t A t « W « ^ ; '''* v r ',* «

i - 'V - / l ^ * , ‘ " .- '< 'li;? ! W ^ :^ s .# r f 'i- V :W * l« * K n < -' ■

97
m) Main campus personnel (e.g ., registrar, bursar, and deans) support
and respond to the needs of the branch campus
(rate your general perception o f other main campus p erso n n el)............

5

4 3 2 1

n) There are great advantages to be a branch campus .....................................

5

4 3 2 1

o) The main campus administrator tends to regard the branch campus as a
political advantage ............................................................. .................................

5

4 3 2 1

p)

q)

r)

The main campus administrator tends to regard the branch campus as
an opportunity to serve students ..................................... .. ........................

5 4 3 2 1

I must seek out information at the main campus because I am not provided
with adequate information to remain informed about main campus issues . . .

5 4 3 2 1

I make every attempt to keep my main campus adr mistrator fully informed
about issues at the branch ca m p u s.........................................................................

5 4 3 2

1

5 4 3 2

1

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
;2
2
2
2

1
1
1
1
J.
1
1
1
1
1
1

s) Main campus faculty perceive branch campus faculty and/or programs
to be academically in fe r io r .............................. ....................................... ... . . .
t) The elements o f a model relationship between branch campus and main
campus administrators would include:
1) friendship
.................................................
2) adequate time to in te r a c t..............................................
3) a distance o f 25 to 5(1 m i l e s ........................................
4) shared faculty ................................................. ...
5) a "oneness" in terms o f faculty governance . . . ,
6) a "oneness " in terms o f curriculum . . . . . . . . .
7) a "oneness" in terms o f policies and procedures . .
9 ) __________________________ ___________________

10) __________________________________
1 1 ) ______________________________________________
12) __________________________________________

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

7.

What activities or elements o f your relationship with your main campus administrator contribute
to positive main campus/branch campus relations?

8.

What activities or elements o f your relationship with your main campus administrator contribute
to negative main campus/branch campus relations? (use back if needed)
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WOULD YOU VOLUNTEER INFORMATION?
I ’m looking for volunteers. In order to properly complete this study, I need to interview
a few main campus administrators and branch campus administrators via telephone.
I assure you that all responses will be anonymous and not directly correlated, i.e.,
information will be reported only as group information. Thank you for assisting with my
dissertation research.

Please provide the name, title, address, and phone number o f the
administrator on the main campus to whom you report.

name of main campus administrator
title
institution
address
city, state, zip code

phone number

if y

are w ill’ng to be interviewed via telephone regarding this survey,
complete the following:

name
title
phone number
Please retum this form with the completed survey in the envelope provided.

.- W iis.
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Dear
Thank you for volunteering to again assist me in this research effort.
The survey results revealed that branch campus administrators are satisfied with the current amount o f time
spent in weekly interaction with their main campus administrator, with one exception. One-third o f those
individuals who spend less than 1 hour per week interacting with their main campus administrator would
prefer to spend more than 1 hour per week.
Regarding the perceived amount o f time the main campus administrator dedicates to branch campus issues
per week, the branch campus administrators are generally satisfied. Again, about one-third o f the
respondents would like to see a couple more hours per week dedicated to branch campus issues by the main
campus administrator.
Regarding the number o f visits made to the branch campus each year, most branch campus administrators
believe the number to be adequate.
Branch campus administrators strongly agreed that their relationship with the main campus administrator
to be a positive relationship. They also perceive that the main campus administrator trusts their leadership
and allows as much local autonomy as possible.
Branch campus administrators further agreed that:
There are advantages to being a branch campus.
The main campus supervisor believes that the branch campus is an opportunity to serve students.
The main campus administrator keeps branch campus needs in mind when developing new
policies.
The main campus administrator is committed to the success o f the branch campus.
The main campus administrator responds willingly to branch campus needs.
The main campus administrator tends to regard the branch campus as a political advantage.
The branch campus administrators agreed that they make every attempt to keep their main campus
administrator fully informed about issues at the branch campus,
and They agreed that the main campus faculty perceive the branch campus to be academically
inferior.
Branch campus administrators disagreed with an)' statement that referred to a strained relationship regarding
competition for resources or students. Branch campus administrators responded with mediocre agreement
about their distance from the main campus as a factor affecting their relationship, likewise, respondents
were mediocre (half agreed and half disagreed) in regards to turnover in personnel at the main campus
affects the relationship, and in regards to other staff personnel at the main campus who work with branch
campus issues.
Your perception o f these results will be appreciated. PLEASE RESPOND HER’i:
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When asked what the elements or activities o f a positive relationship would be, branch campus
administrators stated:
Honesty, integrity, and trust in the branch campus administrator.
Regular visits with the main campus administrator.
Open and honest meetings.
and Shared support for institutional mission and vision for the future.
Do you agree with these elements/activities which contribute to a positive relationship? Do you have any
to add? PLEASE RESPOND HERE:

When branch campus administrators were asked to identify the dements or activities which contribute to
negative relations, they identified:
Not being kept informed.
Not being asked to provide input or to participate in decision making.
Lack o f face to face meetings.
Busy main campus administrators who wear many hats.
la c k o f support from other main campus personnel including main campus faculty.
Do you agree with these elements/activities which contribute to a negative relationship? Do you have any
to add? PLEASE RESPOND HERE:

A theme which surfaced as a concern from branch campus administrators was that main campus faculty,
deans, and vice presidents at the main campus lack an understanding o f branch campus mission and
purpose. One comment received, which summarizes the theme, was "every mid-level staff member on the
main campus assumes authority over my campus on a function-by-function basis."

Do you perceive that the majority o f the concerns related to the relationship between the branch campus
and main campus to be with main campus personnel other than the main campus administrator? PLEASE
RESPOND HERE:

Finally:
Branch campus administrators identified the following as elements of a model relationship:
Mutual, professional respect and trust.
Friendship.
Adequate time to interact.
Open and honest communications.
Frequent face-to-face meetings.
A "oneness" in terms o f policies and procedures.
Understanding o f the branch campus mission,
and A "oneness" in terms o f curriculum.
Please comment on the elements you believe are essential in a model relationship.
PLEASE RESPOND HERE:

Thank you for your assistance,

Dean Hermanson
Doctoral'Student
U ND Educational Administration
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